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ABSTRACT 
The Seleucid Empire (312–63 BCE) of the Hellenistic period was one of the 
largest and most ethnically diverse imperial systems of the classical world. Owing to the 
limited coverage of archaeological surveys and inadequately dated archaeological 
remains, however, very little is known about the Hellenistic and, specifically, Seleucid 
countryside. In this dissertation, I draw on two landscape-based archaeological surveys 
conducted in Hatay Province of south-central Turkey, the Mopsos Survey and the 
Yumurtalık Survey, and focus on three contiguous and naturally bounded coastal plains 
(Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus). Additionally, I present a full analysis and chronological 
revision of ceramics stemming from these surveys. I bring these two primary classes of 
evidence together to explore settlement dynamics in the Hellenistic countryside across 
discrete chronological periods: Early Hellenistic (300–225 BCE); Middle Hellenistic 
(225–150 BCE); Late Hellenistic (150–25 BCE); Early Roman (25 BCE–40 CE); and 
Middle Roman 1 (40–130 CE). 
To assess ancient settlement dynamics — here defined as variations in the 
configuration of human occupation across a given space — I employ archaeological 
ix 
 
survey data capable of reflecting settlement size, location, distribution, and quantity as 
well as physical landscape considerations such as the availability of natural resources and 
proximity to overland and maritime trading routes. 
This dissertation demonstrates that it is possible to pursue topics of study within 
the Hellenistic era and outside the major urban spheres using survey data and a detailed 
reading of associated ceramics with updated typologies. The Hellenistic countryside of 
south-central Turkey had different demographic trajectories, which ultimately led to 
different configurations of settlement within the three plains studied. From a regional 
perspective, this work has explained and delineated a settlement change first identified by 
early-to-mid twentieth century travelers and archaeologists. It has also heeded the calls of 
recent scholars bemoaning the poor state of archaeological evidence reflecting the 
Seleucid countryside by devising methods that, for the first time, give the Seleucid realm 
a discrete periodization scheme for areas outside well-studied urban spheres, thereby 
fostering a new avenue of scholarly inquiry. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 
This dissertation examines settlement dynamics within the Hellenistic countryside 
and brings a level of chronological specificity to the Hellenistic world outside of major 
urban centers. Archaeological studies of the Hellenistic era tend to focus either on the 
excavation of urban areas or the survey of regions wherein sites are often dated only to 
the period as a whole. This study endeavors to examine the era in more detail, according 
to sequential phases within the period and ultimately provide a chronology for the 
Hellenistic countryside. Its geographic focus will be Cilicia Pedias (eastern Cilicia), a 
small region in south central Turkey in the province of Hatay, between the Mediterranean 
coast and the Amanus Mountains. This area will be studied diachronically with specific 
attention to the years when it was under the rule of the Seleucid royal house (312–63 
BCE). During these centuries, eastern Cilicia lay at the epicenter of the Seleucid realm; 
its newly founded capital city of Antioch (modern Antakya) is situated across the 
Amanus range 25 km east of the study area (Fig 1.1). This work will assess settlement 
dynamics of the peoples living within what was the Seleucid geographic heartland during 
the third to first centuries BCE, as well as continued settlement from the first to early 
second centuries CE.  For the purposes of this study, I divide these five hundred years as 
follows: 
• Early Hellenistic: 300–225 BCE 
• Middle Hellenistic: 225–150 BCE 
2 
 
• Late Hellenistic: 150–25 BCE 
• Early Roman: 25 BCE–40 CE 
• Middle Roman 1: 40–130 CE 
 
1.1 Settlement Dynamics and Proxies 
In order to assess settlement on a regional basis, it is necessary to identify features 
capable of representing the ebb and flow of dynamic change. For this assessment of 
eastern Cilician settlement dynamics, defined here as variations in the configuration of 
human occupation across a given space, the proxies adopted to characterize settlement 
change in Cilicia Pedias, more specifically in the countryside are divided into two 
interrelated and mutually edifying categories: pedestrian survey data and physical 
landscape considerations. Survey data encompass material correlates that denote 
demographic shifts and include settlement location, distribution, and quantity. Physical 
landscape considerations, referred to below as situational advantages, include the 
availability of natural resources and proximity to overland and maritime trading routes, 
all of which in one way or another had an effect on settlement dynamics (see further 
below, in Chapter 2).  
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Figure 1.1: Map of Eastern Cilicia Pedias with the two primary study areas within the 
Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus plains outlined. 
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1.2 History of Cilicia 
1.2.1 Ancient Sources 
The pioneering historian Mikhail Rostovtzeff, writing in the 1930s, once 
characterized the ancient sources concerning the Seleucid Empire — literary, epigraphic, 
numismatic, and archaeological — as “miserably inadequate” (1941: 422). While recent 
studies have enhanced and added valuable information to the epigraphic, numismatic, and 
archaeological records, Rostovtzeff’s often cited characterization is still valid for the 
historical sources. A continuous literary record for the third and second centuries BCE 
does not exist. Authors that address the era are chronologically and/or geographically 
distant from the periods and events they record, and narratives are often confined to 
individual historical actors, political history, conflict, didactic instruction, or geographic 
description. A general overview is warranted here, however, as it will help characterize 
the period under discussion. 
Alexander the Great’s conquest of the East includes some of the best-documented 
events of antiquity, deriving primarily from the works of three individuals who 
participated in the campaigns: Callisthenes, Ptolemy, and Aristobulus. Callisthenes, 
Alexander’s official historian, wrote from 334 BCE until his execution after being falsely 
implicated in a plot against Alexander’s life in 327 BCE. Ptolemy (367–282 BCE), one of 
Alexander’s high ranking generals and the founder of the Ptolemaic Empire, wrote a 
history of Alexander’s reign from 335 BCE until his death in 323 BCE. Aristobulus (died 
after 301 BCE) was a minor officer in the Macedonian army who may have served under 
Alexander’s father Philip (Pearson 1960: 150–187). His fragmentary work paints a 
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eulogistic portrait of Alexander and offers a complementary narrative to the works of 
Callisthenes and Ptolemy. Although the aforementioned works do not survive, they 
served as primary sources for the subsequent historical works of Polybius, Diodorus 
Siculus, Curtius, Plutarch, Arrian, and Justin. 
In his seminal work the Histories (Polyb.), Polybius (c. 200–c. 118 BCE) provides 
a description of events leading to the rise of the Roman Republic from 264 to 146 BCE. 
Diodorus Siculus, a Greek historian of the first century BCE, wrote the Bibliotheke 
(Diod. Sic.), a universal history beginning with mythical times and terminating in 60 
BCE. Quintus Curtius Rufus wrote during the first century CE and was a rhetorician and 
historian (Atkinson 1980). His ten-book history of Alexander (Curt.), of which the first 
two books are lost, recounts Alexander’s exploits by drawing most likely on Callisthenes 
and the third-century BCE historian Cleitarchus. Plutarch (46–120 CE) was an admired 
historian, biographer, philosopher, and priest. His most popular work was his Parallel 
Lives (Plut. Vit.), in which he paired one Greek with one Roman commander and sought 
not to write a history of the individuals, but rather to examine their characters and virtues. 
Lucius Flavius Arrianus (86–160 CE) was a Roman senator and legate from Bithynia. His 
Anabasis (Arr. Anab.) presents a detailed history of Alexander’s campaigns and the 
events immediately following his death. Since Arrian drew on Ptolemy and Aristobulus 
as primary sources and avoided the “propaganda” of Callisthenes, both modern and 
ancient historians interpret Arrian’s narrative as the authority on Alexander’s campaigns 
(Hammond 1992; Bosworth 1988). Marcus Junianus Justinus composed an epitome of 
Pompeius Trogus’ Historiae Philippicae in the second or third century CE (Just. Epit.). 
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Justin’s epitome is all that survives of Trogus’ histories. Appian (App. B Civ., App. Syr.)  
and Livy (Liv.) serve as important sources for the Middle and Late Hellenistic Seleucid 
realm and focus mainly on the kings’ various conflicts with Rome. In addition to these 
historical works, Strabo (64/3 BCE–21 CE) (Strab.), Pliny the Elder (23/24–79 CE) (Plin. 
HN), Claudius Ptolemaeus (90–c. 168 CE) (Ptol. Geog.), and Pausanias (110–180 CE) 
(Paus.) attend to geographic considerations and, to varying degrees, describe places and 
people living in Asia Minor and the Levant. 
 
1.2.2 Political History 
The plains of Cilicia have a long history of imperial oversight attributable to two 
of the region’s situational advantages: abundant natural resources and a position at a 
major juncture along the Asia Minor/Syrian overland route. During the second 
millennium BCE, the area formed part of the kingdom of Kizzuwatna until its eventual 
subjugation by the Hittites. In the Iron Age, the region became part of the imperial 
holdings of the Neo-Assyrians (934–609 BCE) and Neo-Babylonians (626–539 BCE). 
After the dissolution of the Neo-Babylonian Empire, Cilicia Pedias was incorporated into 
the Achaemenid Empire (ca. 550–330 BCE), at first as an autonomous vassal state and 
then as a proper satrapy (Briant 2002; Gates 2005). After Alexander the Great and his 
army decisively defeated Darius III at the Battle of Issus in 333 BCE, the region was 
absorbed into the growing, yet short lived, Macedonian Empire (Arr. Anab. 4.15.7–
4.15.8; Curt. 4.1.23). Under the Hittites, Neo-Assyrians, Neo-Babylonians, and 
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Achaemenids eastern Cilicia fell within the political sphere of mostly tribute-based 
governing systems. 
The Hellenistic period began after the death of Alexander the Great at Babylon in 
323 BCE, when, without a legitimate heir, he allegedly proclaimed his realm to be 
governed by “the strongest” (Diod. Sic.17.117). Alexander’s statement is almost certainly 
historical fabrication, but it helps characterize the tumultuous period immediately 
following his death. The Wars of the Diadochi (322–281 BCE) pitted several of 
Alexander’s successors against each other, but after a decade of fighting, Seleucus I (ca. 
358–281 BCE) captured Babylon in 312 BCE, inaugurating the Seleucid Empire. 
Seleucus I ruled a vast territory extending east from the Hellespont to the Indus Valley 
and south from the Caspian Sea to the Persian Gulf. His realm was by far the largest and 
most ethnically diverse of the Hellenistic kingdoms. Seleucus I and his early successors 
instituted a rigorous program of urbanization through the foundation of new cities, which 
according to Rostovtzeff (1941: 472–477) helped build social, political, and cultural 
cohesion in an attempt to unify the empire. There is abundant evidence for such a 
program in Cilicia as the Seleucid kings founded, or refounded, at least nine cities in 
Cilicia Pedias alone (Jones 1971; Cohen 1995; Hild and Hellenkemper 1990; 
Hellenkemper and Hild 1986). The early Seleucid kings established an economic base 
that generated considerable wealth with the establishment of new cities and villages and 
the development of the infrastructure necessary to connect and maintain such a network 
(Ramsey 2011). Large territorial holdings and a stable system of governance enabled the 
early Seleucid Empire to enjoy a successful fiscal policy that provided a level of 
8 
 
economic security through the collection of tribute, numerous taxes, and various levies 
(Rostovtzeff 1941: 464–472; Ma 2000: 130–135). For the first time in Cilicia, the 
policies developed by the early Seleucid kings instilled an urban infrastructure that 
fostered a tax-based imperial system. 
Immediately following the death of Seleucus I there was a period of turmoil and a 
contraction of imperial territory on the empire’s far eastern and western borders. Things 
eventually calmed and during the reigns of Antiochus III (223–187 BCE) and his two 
immediate successors, Seleucus IV Philopator (187–175 BCE) and Antiochus IV 
Epiphanes (175–163 BCE) the empire experienced a renaissance. The Seleucid kings 
retook vast swaths of Parthia and Bactria and, for the first time, took control of Coele-
Syria (southern Syria, Palestine, and Lebanon). The rebirth, however, was short lived, as 
the Seleucid state was ruled by no less than 22 monarchs over the course of a century, 
from the death of Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 163 BCE until the reorganization of Cilicia 
Tracheia and Cilicia Pedias into a formal Roman province in 63 BCE. During this time 
Cilicia Pedias, under the dominion of ineffectual overlords, fell to Tigranes I of Armenia 
in the first half of the first century before returning to the Hellenistic realm and 
eventually being absorbed by the Romans.  
This brief historical sketch serves to contextualize the period under consideration 
and to characterize the political systems governing eastern Cilicia. Prior to the Hellenistic 
period, mostly imperial systems had governed Cilicia since the middle of the second 
millennium BCE, meaning that, on a political level, the imperial system of the Seleucid 
Empire was not a new concept. The interests of the Hellenistic leaders, however, differed 
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fundamentally. The regimes of the Hittites, Neo-Assyrians, Neo-Babylonians, and 
Achaemenids were all characteristically deurbanized and mostly tribute-based in that 
leaders eschewed empire-wide programs of founding and populating new urban centers 
and, with the exception of the Achaemenids, lacked the bureaucratic infrastructure to 
support an empire-wide taxation system. On the contrary, early Seleucid kings governed 
their realm by actively founding and populating new cities and villages throughout their 
imperial sphere. The new urban centers helped create a sense of political identity, served 
as the basis for a complex fiscal policy, and, as will be discussed below, transformed the 
eastern Cilician landscape. Following the Hellenistic period, the region was reorganized 
and incorporated into a larger and more politically and economically complex imperial 
system. 
 
1.3 Studies of the Hellenistic World 
 The term “Hellenistic” is a modern construct first coined by Droysen in 1836 to 
define the period when Greek culture spread east following the death of Alexander the 
Great in 323 BCE and ending with the arrival of the Romans (Droysen 1836, Green 2007: 
xv). The term immediately became a standard component of most Mediterranean 
periodization schemes. The era’s political organization comprised mostly concurrent, 
feuding kingdoms (i.e., Ptolemaic, Seleucid, Antigonid, Attalid) that stretched from 
Greece in the west to the Indus Valley in the east and from the southern coast of the 
Black Sea in the north to Lower Egypt in the south. As a period of study between two 
bookends, that is Classical Greece on one side and the Roman Republic on the other, 
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scholarly interest in the Hellenistic period has neither the longevity nor breadth of inquiry 
of the periods immediately preceding and following the epoch. While we have moved far 
beyond Rostovtzeff’s oft cited characterization of the available evidence for the Seleucid 
empire, Chaniotis’ likening of any study of the Hellenistic period to undertaking a huge 
jigsaw puzzle with most of the pieces missing still remains relevant (2005: xxi). Despite 
the shortcomings of certain classes of available evidence, the Hellenistic period has a rich 
historiography. 
The first comprehensive study of the Hellenistic period was Rostovtzeff’s Social 
and Economic History of the Hellenistic World, appearing in 1941. Rostovtzeff outlined 
the economic system of the Ptolemaic and Seleucid kingdoms by analyzing bureaucratic 
structures, land ownership, the taxation system, coinage, weights and measures, and 
international and domestic trade using historical, numismatic, archaeological, and 
epigraphic sources. Following his economic analysis, Rostovtzeff examined the social 
system of the empire by parsing the policy of city foundations devised by early Seleucid 
kings to unify their ethnically and socially diverse realm. Topics raised in the Social and 
Economic History of the Hellenistic World, that is the economic structure, urban focus, 
and social complexity, influenced the types of questions and approaches that were to be 
adopted in subsequent works dealing with the Seleucid Empire. It is beyond the scope of 
the present work to provide an all-encompassing historiographic treatise of the 
Hellenistic period, as such book-length studies have been undertaken by others (Green 
1990; Walbank 1993; Shipley 2000; Kosmin 2015), but rather what follows is a 
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discussion of reoccurring scholarly themes with particular emphasis on the utilization of 
source material generally and archaeological data specifically. 
 
1.3.1 Political Histories 
 Authors interested in political history generally take a diachronic approach to the 
period and rely on textual and epigraphic sources to reconstruct governmental structures, 
military events, and the rise and fall of the various Hellenistic kingdoms at the hands of 
foreign and domestic powers including Rome, Parthia, and rival Hellenistic kings (Austin 
2001; Austin 2006; Bagnall and Derow 2004; Boardman et al. 1986; Errington 2008; 
Green 1990, 2007; Shipley 2000; Walbank 1993). 
Important literary sources that these works draw on include historians that wrote 
about Alexander’s exploits, Arrian (Arr. Anab.), Curtius (Curt.), Justin (Just. Epit.), 
Diodorus Siculus (Diod. Sic.), and Plutarch (Plut. Vit.), as well as historians that dealt 
with the Hellenistic period, primarily Polybius (Polyb.), Appian (App. B Civ.), and 
Diodorus Siculus (Diod. Sic.). Important non-literary textual evidence includes 
inscriptions (Sherk 1969), papyri, coins, and ostraca. Therefore, it is not surprising that 
the ancient literary sources are given preference in diachronic histories, since they are 
best suited to represent the popular issues listed above. The archaeological evidence, that 
is information derived from excavation and survey, is often viewed as valuable, but 
ultimately not as useful as literary texts. Such a sentiment is echoed by Walbank who 
states: “Evidence of this kind [archaeological evidence] supplements, but does not 
replace, the work of ancient writers, even when these are mediocre, for only they can give 
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us a narrative of events and they are usually essential for a chronological framework” 
(Walbank 1993: 27). 
  
1.3.2 Economic Studies 
 Recent studies of the Hellenistic economy, specifically focusing on the Seleucid 
realm, have drawn on non-literary textual sources and archaeology to characterize the 
financial administration and economic realities of the Hellenistic world (Aperghis 2004, 
2011; Archibald et al. 2011). Aperghis draws mostly on Book 2 of Pseudo Aristotle’s 
Oikonomika, historical sources, Greek inscriptions, papyri, coins, cuneiform texts, 
Babylonian astronomical diaries, the Persepolis texts, and archeology to model the 
Seleucid royal economy. In particular, he employs archaeological survey data to calculate 
rough population estimates and define areas and densities of habitation. Aperghis notes 
the limitation of survey data by recognizing that earlier occupations may obscure later 
material, small sites may have been missed altogether, and, most importantly, that as the 
primary means of dating sites, pottery types may not be well known enough to provide 
precise dating (Aperghis 2004: 12). He states that survey data can reveal general trends in 
population and economy, but because of the nature of the data, it is impossible to 
differentiate these trends within the Hellenistic period because, “the problem arises that 
not all sites discovered are likely to have been occupied simultaneously” (Aperghis 2004: 
12). For Aperghis, the primary issue is the inability to determine continuity in habitation 
among Hellenistic sites. The larger issue, however, is the fact that the available studies he 
draws on to examine population and economic trends in the landscape (Seton-Williams 
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1954; Grainger 1990; Alcock 1994 for northern Syria and Cilicia) do not provide 
chronological specificity within the Hellenistic era. One notable exception is Matthers 
(1978), who divides the Hellenistic period into early and late based on the presence of 
Eastern Sigillata A (an easily identifiable ceramic ware initially appearing in 150 BCE) in 
his survey within modern Syria. Unfortunately, Aperghis was unable to discuss 
population and the economy outside of major urban spheres within the Hellenistic period 
because of the lack of chronological specificity attributable to survey data. 
 
1.3.3 The City 
The Hellenistic city has been a popular topic of inquiry for years owing to the 
aggressive urbanization policies of the early Seleucid kings. The first generation of 
scholarship sought to catalog city foundations and examine them as mechanisms for the 
diffusion of Greek institutions and culture using mainly historical sources, but also 
inscriptions, papyri, coins, and onomastic considerations (Tscherikower 1927; Jones 
1937, 1940). The second generation, inspired by the publication of second editions to 
Jones’ two seminal works (1971, 1980), is best exemplified by the works of Grainger 
(1990), Cohen (1995, 2006, 2013), and Ma (2000) (see also C. Gates 2003; Marcus and 
Sabloff 2008). Grainger and Ma focus on specific areas, Syria and western Asia Minor 
respectively, to examine the relationship between Seleucid kings and their cities. Cohen, 
on the other hand, seeks to provide a much needed update to Tscherikower and Jones by 
identifying cities throughout the Hellenistic world and gathers information about their 
foundations (Cohen 1995: xi). All three scholars reference historical texts, numismatic 
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evidence, and inscriptions to support their arguments, but regarding their primary data 
sources, Grainger favors the archaeological evidence, Ma relies on epigraphic sources, 
and Cohen focuses on non-literary sources (inscriptions and coins). Ma, in particular, 
shares the views of many of those who focus on diachronic histories in noting that while 
archaeological evidence exists, it is disappointing and only provides a material context, as 
opposed to new information, for the themes of his book (Ma 2000: 15). For Ma 
preservation and the scant archaeological information of the Hellenistic countryside are 
the primary issues that make it impossible to “relate in detail the textual evidence with 
the relevant material remains” (Ma 2000: 16). Grainger, on the other hand, uses survey 
and excavation data extensively, but notes the limitations of archaeological data, calling 
archaeology a “peculiarly intractable type of source” (Grainger 1990: 2). His primary 
concern is also one of chronology ascribed to survey data: “The evidence is such that it is 
only possible to compare occupation of the whole Persian period (539–333 BCE) with 
that of the Hellenistic as a whole (333–64 BCE)” (Grainger 1990: 14). The problem 
Grainger raises continues to be an issue 25 years later as a number of recent regional 
survey projects continue to adopt broad periodization schemes to characterize Hellenistic 
period remains (Given and Knapp 2003; Bevan and Conolly 2013; Given et al. 2013; 
Matthews and Glatz 2009).  
 Grainger and Ma analyze the Hellenistic city along similar lines, the relationship 
between the king and his cities, and in drawing on different data sources, they reach 
different types of conclusions. Grainger, restricted by a poor, broadly defined 
chronology, believes that the Hellenistic period witnessed an increase in population, 
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which in turn led to an intensification of rural settlement. The intensification of the rural 
sphere, which coincided with urban development, facilitated production and eventually 
the development of wealth and power, all of which served to support the program of 
urban development initiated by the Seleucids (Grainger 1990: 117–118). Whether the 
intensification of rural settlement occurred within the Hellenistic period or whether it was 
a single development or even episodic, is unclear because the archaeological data 
available to Grainger were too broadly defined chronologically. Ma concludes that cities 
were not passive historical actors, but active in their interactions with the king. They had 
the ability to negotiate because kings needed the cities to be a part of the imperial system. 
The empire needed collaboration with its cities especially when dealing with foreign 
powers (Ma 2000: 239–242). With well-dated primary sources, Ma developed his 
conclusions within a certain geographic area (western Asia Minor) during the reign of a 
single king (Antiochus III, reigned 222–187 BCE).  
 
1.3.4 The Imperial System 
The majority of the aforementioned works deal with imperial issues on some level 
(see especially Rostovtzeff 1941; Ma 2000; Aperghis 2004). In From Samarkhand to 
Sardis, Sherwin-White and Kuhrt (1994) overlaid a political lens onto Rostovtzeff’s 
observations of the social variability of the empire. In doing so, the authors argued that 
the socially and ethnically diverse empire’s geographic focus was in Babylon rather than 
the west, as befitting its non-Greek, eastern conceptions of kingship and empire. 
Although some have taken issue with such a conclusion — Heckel quibbles by noting 
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that the “‘near-easternism’ of the authors…is perhaps a little too aggressive” — it 
remains one of the few recent diachronic studies on the nature of the Seleucid Empire 
(Heckel 1994). The primary data sources Sherwin-White and Kuhrt employed to argue in 
favor of an eastern-centered Seleucid realm include historical sources, inscriptions, 
Babylonian astronomical diaries, cuneiform texts, and archaeological data derived from 
excavations. The authors note that archaeological survey could help with understanding 
the intensity of land-use and population fluctuations and thus provide a picture of the 
Seleucid Empire from below, but they rightly note that the source remains problematic 
because of issues with survey coverage, especially in the east, and overly broad 
chronology (Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1994: 94).  
 
1.3.5 The Army 
 The first decades of the Hellenistic period were dominated by a series of wars 
among Alexander’s successors and throughout the era war and conflict played a crucial 
role in, among other things, defining imperial boundaries and forcing political change. 
Therefore, it is of little surprise that studies of Hellenistic war continue to be a popular 
subject of interest. These studies draw primarily on historical sources, inscriptions, and 
papyrological evidence to examine army tactics, the activities of successful generals, the 
history and outcomes of important battles, and the impact of war on the Hellenistic world. 
More recent popular lines of inquiry include the cultural and social impacts of war 
(Austin 2001; Campbell 2004; Sabin et al. 2007), technology, innovation, and tactics 
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(Bar-Kochva 1976; Bugh 2006), and war as an impetus for political change and 
legitimacy (Chaniotis 2005; Romm 2011). 
 
1.3.6 Assessment of Trends 
 Studies of the Hellenistic world have followed specific trajectories after 
Rostovtzeff’s publication, whereby five interrelated topics of study have been favored: 
diachronic histories of the era, the economy, the city, the imperial system, and the army. 
These studies have harnessed a plethora of literary, sub-literary (e.g., epigraphic), and 
material evidence and have greatly enhanced our understanding of the Hellenistic era, 
many of its historical actors, its economy, its political environment, and social issues. 
What remains abundantly clear, however, is the undervalued consideration of 
archaeological data, especially survey data, and an understudied countryside. A poorly 
understood chronology within the era and inadequate coverage has hindered 
investigations into areas outside of major urban centers. Ongoing landscape-based survey 
projects and recent breakthroughs in ceramic typologies, however, can help overcome 
these issues and open new avenues of inquiry into the Hellenistic countryside. 
 
1.4 Scope of the Following Chapters 
 The historiography of the Hellenistic era has led to the types of queries that can be 
addressed by more chronologically refined material remains, and this provides an 
opportunity to maximize the analytical value of survey data. This study intends to do just 
that using data from two landscape-based pedestrian surveys, a new reading of the 
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collected ceramic data supported by recent developments in ceramic typologies, 
observations of the physical landscape, and attention to both primary and secondary 
historical sources. In order to do so, this work is divided into the following chapters: 
Chapter 2 presents methods, advocating a landscape approach with specific focus on the 
countryside, and traces the historiography of Hellenistic ceramic studies to prove that 
chronological specificity of survey ceramics within the Hellenistic era is possible. 
Chapter 3 provides a discussion of the geography of Cilicia Pedias to outline the region’s 
situational advantages and justify the regional organization of the subsequent analyses of 
settlement dynamics. It also provides a history of archaeological work in the region, 
which situates the two projects under study and their datasets. Chapter 4 outlines the data 
and landscape analysis using both a traditional approach (epoch-long assessment of 
settlement) and a chronologically and regionally focused approach. Chapter 5 provides a 
conclusion to the analysis and is followed by three appendices.  
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Chapter 2 
Methods and Sources 
 
2.1 Introduction 
To assess settlement two primary categories of evidence will be adopted: 
archaeological survey data and situational advantages. Data representing demographic 
change such as the number of archaeological sites, as well as their locations, functions, 
and material assemblages have already been collected by the Yumurtalık and Mopsos 
Surveys (see below). These data will be analyzed using updated ceramic typologies, 
which will provide chronological specificity within the Hellenistic era. Data espousing 
situational advantages are to be found in the historical record, as well as in observations 
of the physical landscape. Two lines of inquiry underlie this study and make the 
aforementioned proxies viable reflections of settlement change. These include survey 
archaeology and the countryside and the evolution of ceramic studies with specific 
attention to the Hellenistic through Roman fine wares sequence. Prior to undertaking the 
following analysis, it is important to discuss these structures and situate the present study 
within this discourse. 
 
2.2 Landscape and the Countryside 
In the past 15 years, scholars working in the eastern Mediterranean have 
developed new methods to study the relationship between imperial powers and the 
peoples living within their spheres of influence. A focus on the social impacts of the 
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Achaemenid Empire on those living in western Asia Minor (Berlin and Lynch 2002; 
Dusinberre 2003, 2013; Roosevelt 2009), local Jewish responses to Hellenistic policy and 
culture (Berlin 1997b, 2006), a collective obsession with the past and the construction of 
social memory among Greeks living in Greece and Ionia under Roman subjugation 
(Alcock 2001), and Jewish social and economic resistance to Romanization (Berlin 2002, 
2006, 2012) are topics garnering the most attention as of late. To assess ancient 
settlement and identify change and continuity among eastern Cilicians living during the 
Hellenistic era, I will adopt a landscape approach and focus on discrete regions of the 
Hellenistic countryside.  
Landscape studies offer a means to assess regional continuity and change over 
time (Alcock 1993, 1994, 2005). A landscape approach can foster a study of settlement 
change in the countryside that is both diachronic and, when coupled with a careful 
reading of the ceramic data (see below), capable of identifying episodic change. Recent 
studies focusing on the Late Roman period have turned to the countryside to harness 
settlement data in order to characterize the socioeconomic status of rural inhabitants 
diachronically (Chavarría and Lewit 2004; Bowden, Lavan, and Machado 2004; Cherry, 
Davis, and Mantzourani 1991). In a series of works published in the early 2000s, 
Rautman examined the “busy Cypriot countryside” and rural prosperity in syntheses of 
archaeological work on the island (Rautman 2000, 2001, 2003, 2004). Rautman discussed 
the fortunes of Cypriot communities living in different geographic zones (valleys, 
foothills, coastal plains, inland plains, etc.) using survey data from different 
archaeological projects as well as topographic considerations. To identify settlement 
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growth and decline in these regions, he tracked five features diachronically using 
intensive pedestrian survey data, excavation data, historical sources, and observations of 
the physical environment: the number of archaeological sites, site sizes, the availability of 
natural resources including arable land, new civic foundations such as basilicas, and the 
presence and variety of imported ceramic forms (fine wares, amphorae, and roof tiles). 
Site numbers and sizes likely reflect demographic shifts, while availability of natural 
resources, civic foundations, and assemblages of imported ceramic forms, alongside 
known established overland and maritime trade routes, are contributing factors for 
regional economic health. The argument is that a combined consideration of demographic 
growth and regional connections contribute to expanding modes of settlement. 
Following Rautman, Pettegrew (2007, 2010) also challenged traditional 
narratives, this time of the Late Hellenistic–Late Antique Corinthian countryside where 
scholars had identified three periods of abandonment and demographic collapse in the 
Late Hellenistic–Early Roman periods (ca. second century BCE–third century CE), in the 
third–early fourth centuries, and in the Dark Age (beginning in the seventh century CE). 
The periods of abandonment contrast with a prosperous countryside in Late Antiquity 
(250–750 CE) defined by a considerable increase in settlement. Like Rautman, Pettegrew 
stressed connectivity with the greater eastern Mediterranean, as evidenced by the 
presence, diversity, and ubiquity of imported ceramics (fine wares and transport 
amphorae), as proxies of rural prosperity. Furthermore, by outlining inherent problems 
with ceramic data derived from regional survey, primarily poorly understood 
chronologies and diagnosticity during periods of “abandonment and collapse,” Pettegrew 
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demonstrates that a lack of widely distributed ceramic wares does not necessarily equate 
to demographic collapse and decline, but rather a breakdown of sub-regional and regional 
connectivity to the markets producing and circulating such goods (Pettegrew 2007: 751). 
By examining particular functional ceramic classes, Pettegrew rejected the traditional 
narrative of boom and bust and argued that Roman and Late Roman settlement in the 
Corinthian countryside was stable and strong irrespective of the fortunes of the Roman 
Empire, owing to Corinth’s position at the center of interregional interaction.  
Vogeikoff-Brogan, in her assessment of data collected by the Gournia Survey (a 
northern coastal area in eastern Crete), considered regional prosperity in the Hellenistic 
and Roman periods (2012). Vogeikoff-Brogan draws on many of the same features as 
Rautman and Pettegrew (site numbers, site size, availability of natural resources, 
presence of imported ceramics, and the region’s political history) to identify and assess 
settlement change, but took her analysis a step further by also attending to underlying 
forces such as subsistence, exchange, and social organization. By integrating a 
consideration of these processes with survey data and the historical record, Vogeikoff-
Brogan presents a nuanced view that situated settlement change within economic and 
social contexts. The distinct lack of sites dating to the Hellenistic period is contrasted 
with several new site foundations of varying sizes and Hierapytna’s rise to prominence in 
the Early Roman period. For Vogeikoff-Brogan, growth witnessed in the Early Roman 
period was a result of increased interaction among the Cretans with eastern 
Mediterranean markets and trade networks, which in turn was a direct result of Roman 
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subjugation, the pax Romana, and the transition from a subsistence to a market economy 
(Vogeikoff-Brogan 2012: 84).  
The works of Rautman, Pettegrew, and Vogeikoff-Brogan demonstrate that it is 
possible to identify and characterize settlement change using survey data by drawing on a 
broad assemblage of material correlates such as site numbers and sizes, the presence and 
variety of imported pottery, the quantities of fine ware forms over time, and the 
availability of natural resources and arable land. To this collection of proxies, this study 
of ancient settlement dynamics will add additional discussion on situational advantages 
and advocate a more chronologically specific approach.  
 
2.3 Ceramic Studies 
The utilization of ceramics in this work is purposefully selective in that it focuses 
on fine tablewares. One of the complaints of survey data raised by Hellenistic scholars, or 
scholars of any specific period for that matter, is the chronological resolution at which 
individual sites are recorded and published. It becomes exceedingly difficult to use 
survey data to examine any demographic, social, cultural, or economic issue when 
ceramics, which are the primary means by which sites are dated, are categorized into 
overly broad periods. The rate of stylistic change among plain wares, cooking wares, and 
most storage vessels is usually slower than that for fine tablewares, making chronological 
specificity within an historical epoch difficult, if not impossible altogether. The 
decoration, form, and style of fine wares from the Classical, Hellenistic, and Roman 
periods did change at a faster pace than other utilitarian wares, and the identification of 
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these changes in material from excavated, stratified deposits with other chronological 
benchmarks makes chronological specificity possible. Thanks to nearly a century of 
continuous study, many of the ceramic fine-ware industries of the eastern Mediterranean 
in the Hellenistic and Roman periods are now quite well understood with detailed shape 
typologies. It is important to note, however, that for the entire Classical through Roman 
periods, the Early Hellenistic is the least visible owing to the lack of one or two 
particular, distinctive wares of these years in this region (cf., Northern Coastal Fine and 
to a lesser extent Hellenistic Mold-Made bowls in the Middle Hellenistic era, specific 
shape groups of Eastern Sigillata A and to a lesser extent Black-Slipped Predecessor in 
the Late Hellenistic, and specific Eastern Sigillata A shape groups in the Early and 
Middle Roman eras). While some specific Early Hellenistic wares were produced 
(particularly Antioch Black Glaze), there is no evidence of mass production and wide 
circulation. Rather it appears that in the Early Hellenistic period ceramic production and 
distribution was more localized, a situation that would require the definition of individual 
local repertoires—and this has not yet happened for this particular area. An examination 
of how archaeologists developed these typologies embedded within descriptions of the 
major fine tablewares that circulated throughout the eastern Mediterranean in the 
Hellenistic and Early Roman periods follows because these ware groups form the basis 
for dating the Yumurtalık Survey and Mopsos Survey datasets in this investigation. 
Furthermore, it is the dating of these industries, and by extension the survey data, that 
establishes the chronological framework within which the present study of settlement 
dynamics will take place.  
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2.3.1 Description of the Most Prevalent Hellenistic and Early Roman Fine Ware 
Industries 
 We are far from understanding every ceramic fine ware that circulated throughout 
the eastern Mediterranean during the Hellenistic and Early Roman periods. Systematic 
and patient study over the last century has, however, led to standardized typologies for 
the most prevalent and widely circulated wares (Fig. 2.1). A discussion of the 
historiography of the more prominent wares is warranted in order to explain the trend 
among survey archaeologies in adopting broad periodization schemes (i.e., Classical, 
Hellenistic, Early Roman, Late Roman). What follows here are descriptions of ware 
groups common to Cilicia Pedias during the period under study, namely Attic Black 
Glaze, Antioch Black Glaze, Northern Coastal Fine/Red Slipped Predecessor, Hellenistic 
Mold-Made Bowls, Black Slipped Predecessor, and Eastern Sigillata A, all of which are 
to varying degrees well attested in the Yumurtalik and Mopsos datasets. Each entry 
consists of the ware’s description, history of scholarship, discussion of popular shapes, 
and evidence for periods of production. 
 
2.3.1.1 Attic Black Glaze 
 The development of a lustrous black-slipped fine ware pottery industry first took 
place in Athens in the sixth century BCE and continued until the middle of the first 
century BCE (Rotroff 1997: 3). In the eastern Mediterranean, the ware is most prevalent 
until the fourth century BCE. The standard typology for Archaic and Classical Attic  
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Figure 2.1: Periods of production of the more prevalent fine ware groups circulating 
throughout the eastern Mediterranean during the Hellenistic and Early Roman periods. 
Dates vary by region and those proposed here reflect ceramic chronologies for south-
central Asia Minor and the northern Levant. 
 
Black Glaze is that of Sparkes and Talcott (1970); the standard typology for Hellenistic 
Attic Black Glaze is Rotroff (1997). Attic Black Glaze fabric is hard, slightly micaceous, 
and commonly light reddish brown to pink in color (Sparkes and Talcott 1970; Rotroff 
1997, 1982: 14). The dark black shiny slip, incorrectly referred to as a glaze even in the 
name of the ware, varies in color from black to a reddish brown. The industry includes an 
enormous variety of shapes: drinking cups, vessels for wine service, vessels for food 
service, oil containers, pouring vessels, and votive uses.  
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2.3.1.2 Antioch Black Glaze 
The popularity of black-slipped pottery in the Early Hellenistic period spread 
throughout the Levant and eventually Near Eastern workshops began producing similar 
products, most notably at Antioch where a black-slipped industry emerged in the early 
third century BCE and continued until the arrival of Eastern Sigillata A in the middle of 
the second century BCE (Waagé 1948: 14–16). Antioch Black Glaze circulated within 
and outside the Orontes Valley. Waagé (1948), using material excavated at Antioch, 
presents the standard typology, to which Tidmarsh (2011) added a number of forms from 
material excavated at Jebel Khalid. The clay, slightly paler than the Attic fabric, ranges 
from pink to a light reddish-yellow or brownish-yellow in color and contains no mica 
(Tidmarsh 2011: 283). The slip is generally well applied, but it is not as lustrous as the 
surface treatment common to its Attic counterpart. The range of shapes is also not nearly 
as extensive as Attic Black Glaze, consisting mainly of fish plates with various rim 
shapes, helispherical bowls, and incurved rim bowls (Waagé 1948: 15). Antioch Black 
Glaze was the most prevalent fine ware in the northern Levant in the third century BCE. 
 
2.3.1.3 Northern Coastal Fine/Red Slipped Predecessor  
Within a couple of generations after the first Atticizing black glaze industries 
sprang up in the eastern Mediterranean, a local eastern Mediterranean innovation took 
place: fine red-slipped wares. Soon lustrous black-slipped wares fell out of style and 
people began favoring red-slipped wares. Scholars have yet to understand the transition, 
but a handful of wares have been identified that bridge the gap between the high-quality 
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black-slipped wares of the Early and Middle Hellenistic and the introduction of Eastern 
Sigillata A in the Late Hellenistic. These wares include Northern Coastal Fine/Red 
Slipped Predecessor and Black Slipped Predecessor. 
A red-slipped progenitor of Eastern Sigillata A was first identified in excavations 
conducted at Beirut at Site BEY 002 (Élaigne 2007). The ware, dubbed Red Slipped 
Predecessor, has a fabric identical to that of Eastern Sigillata A, but differs in surface 
treatment with a porous and matte reddish orange slip of mediocre quality that is often 
not homogeneous on the vessel (Élaigne 2007: 113–114). The ware appears as early as 
the late third century, but is well represented in levels dating from the beginning of the 
second century BCE until the introduction of Eastern Sigillata A in the middle of the 
second century BCE (Élaigne 2007: 113). The most common forms at Site BEY 002, 
which represent more than 50% of the fine tables wares in the first half of the second-
century BCE contexts, are echinus bowls and fishplates with various rim types (Élaigne 
2007: 114, Fig. 13). 
Northern Coastal Fine ware was first identified at Tel Kedesh in Seleucid-period 
abandonment levels (Berlin, Herbert, and Stone 2014; Herbert and Berlin 2003; Berlin 
and Herbert 2012). Excavations in an Achaemenid-period administration building 
repurposed at various stages during the Hellenistic era revealed two clear Hellenistic 
horizons and what appeared to be a third “sketchy” occupation (Herbert and Berlin 2003: 
18–21). Based on a careful analysis of the historical record, stamped Rhodian amphora 
handles, coins, and the nature of the stratified deposits, Herbert and Berlin provide the 
following Hellenistic occupational chronology: Ptolemaic (ca. 300–199), Seleucid (199–
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ca.144/143), and post-Seleucid (for a short while in the third quarter of the second 
century). Four distinct fine wares have been identified within the Hellenistic levels: 
Central Coastal Fine, Northern Coastal Fine, Black Slipped Predecessor, and Eastern 
Sigillata A. At two locales excavations yielded a semi-fine red poorly slipped pottery 
assemblage, consisting of small saucers and bowls, used as construction fill for floors 
dated to the Ptolemaic occupation. Petrographic analysis suggests a production zone in 
the coastal plain around the Carmel Mountains. Dubbed Central Coastal Fine ware, the 
industry represents the common ceramic tableware used by Ptolemaic officials stationed 
at Kedesh in the third century (Berlin, Herbert, and Stone 2014: 313). Within the 
Seleucid-period abandonment levels, archaeologists discovered an assemblage of saucers 
and small bowls very similar to Eastern Sigillata A with a clean fabric and vessels 
covered wholly or partially with a lustrous red-orange slip. In addition to similarities in 
fabric and slip, petrographic analysis yielded a mineralogical profile identical to that of 
Eastern Sigillata A. Berlin, Herbert, and Stone call the industry Northern Coastal Fine 
and do not lump it in with the traditional Eastern Sigillata A repertoire for the following 
reasons: most vessel forms are Middle Hellenistic and not indicative of the standard 
Eastern Sigillata A repertoire, most vessels are covered by a slip applied with a brush and 
not dipped like Eastern Sigillata A, and many vessels are only partially slipped unlike 
Eastern Sigillata A vessels that were completely covered in a slip (Berlin, Herbert, and 
Stone 2014: 315–316). Only in the levels dating to the third quarter of the second century 
BCE was unmistakable Eastern Sigillata A ware found, demonstrating that it did not 
arrive at Kedesh until the 130s. 
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Berlin, Herbert, and Stone propose that Northern Coastal Fine was produced in 
workshops that subsequently produced Eastern Sigillata A, and is thus one of the ware’s 
progenitors, owing to the similarities in fabric and slip as well as the subtle differences in 
vessel shape (Berlin, Herbert, and Stone 2014: 318). Northern Coastal Fine is also present 
at Kinet Höyük (Stone 2009; Berlin, Herbert, and Stone 2014: 318) and almost certainly 
at Tarsus, as evidenced by Jones who notes a handful of “atypical” Eastern Sigillata A 
pieces with painted (instead of dipped) and missing slip (see Jones 1950: 173–174). 
Evidence of the ware at two of the few systematically excavated sites in Cilicia Pedias, 
the rumored production zone of Eastern Sigillata A, further suggests Northern Coastal 
Fine as being a progenitor of Eastern Sigillata A. 
The ware does not yet have a fully published typology, but Berlin, Herbert, and 
Stone (2014) and Berlin and Herbert (2012) present distinctive shapes and full fabric and 
surface treatment descriptions that are very similar to Élaigne’s descriptions of the Beirut 
assemblage. Northern Coastal Fine has a clean fabric identical to that of Eastern Sigillata 
A, a red to orange slip that is applied with a brush, and a limited number of shapes mostly 
consisting of fish plates, small incurved rim bowls, and saucers. Based on their respective 
fabric descriptions, similarity in representative forms, and proposed chronology, Red 
Slipped Progenitor and Northern Coastal Fine are almost certainly the same ceramic 
industry (cf. Élaigne 2007: 113–114; Berlin, Herbert, and Stone 2014: 318). With a late 
third century Northern Coastal Fine date attested at Beirut and the evidence from Kedesh, 
Kinet Höyük, and possibly Tarsus, it appears certain that the ware was being produced in 
the late third century and was replaced by Eastern Sigillata A by 150 BCE. 
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2.3.1.4 Hellenistic Mold-Made Bowls 
 In 1868 Benndorf published a series of moldmade ceramic bowl casts, which 
were said to have originated from Megara (Benndorf 1868). Benndorf ascribed these 
hemispherical bowls with decoration in relief to a ware used by the Megarians mentioned 
by Athenaeus (Ath. XI.467), and so coined the term “Megarian bowl.” Though it became 
apparent already in the 1930s that these bowls were not Megarian in origin, the term 
remained in use until 1982, when Rotroff published the corpus from the Athenian Agora, 
coining the less romantic but more descriptive moniker “Hellenistic mold-made relief 
bowls” (Rotroff 1982: 2–3). In her study Rotroff demonstrated that it was actually 
Athenian potters who invented the form in the last quarter of the third century BCE. The 
bowl replaced the kantharos as the Athenian drinking vessel par excellence where it 
became a popular fixture during symposia, a quintessential Greek social institution 
whereby well-to-do men gathered to drink wine and discuss and debate an array of topics 
(Pl. Symp.; Xen. Symp.; Lynch 2011). Rotroff argues that the scenes in relief depicted on 
mold-made bowls would have “served as conversation pieces, recalling myth, literature, 
theater, and so forth.” (Rotroff 1982: 1). 
 Hellenistic Mold-Made Bowls are mold-made hemispherical drinking vessels 
without a foot or handles with exterior surface decoration in low relief. The standard 
studies are those dealing with material from Athens (Rotroff 1982; see also Thompson 
1934), Antioch (Waagé 1948), the greater Black Sea region (Bouzek 1990), Delos 
(Laumonier 1977), Ephesus (Gassner 1997; Rogl 2001a, 2001b, 2014; Lang-Auinger 
2003), Olbia (Zahn 1908; Courby 1922; Guldager Bilde 2006, 2010), the greater 
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Peloponnese (Siebert 1978), Priene (Zahn 1904; Raeder 1984; Fenn 2014), and Sardis 
(Rotroff and Oliver Jr. 2003). The bowls are slipped in colors ranging from black to 
reddish brown and are common finds in Asia Minor beginning in second century and 
continuing into the Late Hellenistic period (Rotroff and Oliver Jr. 2003: 92, 95).  
 
2.3.1.5 Black Slipped Predecessor  
Black Slipped Predecessor was first identified as such by Slane using excavated 
material from Tel Anafa (Slane 1997). She argues that although the ware is chemically 
indistinguishable from Eastern Sigillata A, it is clearly part of the Hellenistic black-glaze 
tradition. The standard Black Slipped Predecessor typology is that proposed by Slane 
(1997). The slip is reduced, varying in color from dark gray and dark grayish brown 
through dark reddish brown, and many pieces present a mottled appearance, sometimes 
even with patches of red. The fabric is often like Eastern Sigillata A, very pale brown, 
hard, granular, and without visible inclusions, but it shows more variation, sometimes 
having small voids, sometimes small lime inclusions. The very pale brown color of the 
fabric is unusual for a black-slipped ware and indicative of an oxidized calcareous clay 
(Slane 1997: 270–271). It seems clear that in firing Black Slipped Predecessor the kiln 
atmosphere was not as closely controlled as it was later and that the potters were still 
working in the multi-stage tradition of Greek fine wares because firing still involved at 
least two stages, one of reduction followed by at least partial oxidation (Slane 1997: 270–
271). The ware is a Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic product and has been dated from 
ca.160 to 120 BCE (Slane 1997: 258). 
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2.3.1.6 Eastern Sigillata A 
By the middle of the second century BCE the black-slipped wares of the Classical 
and Early Hellenistic periods and the black and red-slipped progenitors of the Middle 
Hellenistic period were replaced by Eastern Sigillata A, a fine lustrous red-slipped 
industry that dominated the eastern Mediterranean for the better part of two centuries. It 
is the earliest and most prevalent form of the Eastern Sigillata repertoire and as such, has 
received the most scholarly attention. In 1904 Zahn distinguished two forms of a fine red-
slipped pottery at Priene, one with a buff fabric and the other with a micaceous red fabric 
(Zahn 1904). Referencing Pliny the Elder, who described ceramic production sites in 
western Asia Minor, Zahn attributed the red fabric to Samos and the buff fabric to 
Pergamon (Plin. HN 35.160). Following Zahn, scholars began labeling the ceramic 
industries “Pergamene” and “Samian” (see Goldman 1950a; Robinson 1959). Nearly 
three decades after Zahn’s publication, Waagé argued in a paper read before the 
Archaeological Institute of America in 1933 that the largest proportions of “Pergamene” 
ware actually came from Syria and Palestine, and not Pergamon, though he chose to use 
the term in his publication of an Athenian Agora assemblage (Waagé 1934). Although 
there were critics who questioned a Pergamene origin, it took nearly 50 years to 
definitively shed the Pergamene and Samian monikers. Once archaeologists realized that 
neither variety was produced where Zahn proposed, they were able to focus on the Near 
East and identify forms specific to the industry.  
Waagé continued to question a Pergamene origin and created a ceramic typology 
for Eastern Sigillata A based on excavations at Antioch. The paucity of chronological 
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data, the immensity of the site, and lack of stratigraphic excavation in most areas led 
Waagé to characterize the excavations at Antioch as “wholly exploratory” (Waagé 1933: 
285–293, 1948: 2). Without stratigraphic designations, Waagé referred to temporal 
deposits divided into the following periods: First Half of Early Hellenistic Period 
(“larger” part of the third century), Second Half of Early Hellenistic Period (late third to 
the middle of the second century), Late Hellenistic Period (middle of the second century 
BCE to the Augustan period), and Early Roman Period (the Augustan period to the early 
second century CE) (Waagé 1948). Waagé created a valuable typological analysis of 
Eastern Sigillata A and other Hellenistic and Early Roman wares that has largely been 
substantiated by subsequent studies, despite the incomplete description of the 
archaeological context. He first rejected the Pergamene label and suggested the ware be 
called “Late Hellenistic Red Ware” indicating that the former geographically derived 
name was misleading. He identified indicative shapes of Late Hellenistic Red Ware, 
which he dated to the Hellenistic and Augustan periods and noted similarities in the 
fabrics and slips. Although Waagé suggested that the two forms were produced at the 
same place, he called the later shape group “Roman Pergamene.” It is not entirely clear 
why he chose to retain the Pergamene label for the Roman forms. Waagé proposed dates 
for Late Hellenistic Red Ware (middle of the second century BCE–late first century 
BCE) and Roman “Pergamene” ware (late first century BCE–early second century CE) 
using coins, stamped Rhodian amphora handles, and seriation. Finally, he argued that 
Late Hellenistic Red Ware was not produced in or around Antioch because it arrived 
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unheralded and he could not identify characteristic shapes in earlier Hellenistic black 
glazed forms (Waagé 1948: 20).  
Following Waagé, Kenyon developed a typological sequence and chronology for 
Late Hellenistic Red Ware and Roman Pergamene from excavations at Samaria. The site 
was excavated with close attention to stratigraphy and the deposits dated according to 
coins, stamped Rhodian amphora handles, and imported ceramics. The chronological 
periods and associated strata from Samaria include: Early Hellenistic Period (late third–
middle of the second century); Late Hellenistic Period (150 BCE–prior to the Hyrcanian 
destruction of the city in 107 BCE); Pre-Herodian Period (middle of the first century 
BCE–the end of the first century BCE); and Herodian (Roman I) Period (end of the first 
century BCE–middle of first century CE). Having based her ceramic analysis on a 
detailed knowledge of the stratigraphy, several external chronological indicators, and a 
sizeable assemblage of the ware, Kenyon rejected Waagé’s ware names and proposed the 
now current nomenclature, Eastern Sigillata A for Zahn’s Pergamene ware, Eastern 
Sigillata B for Zahn’s Samian ware, and Eastern Sigillata C for a red-slipped ware 
originating at Çandarli. She also argued that incorrect placename identifications were 
misleading and alphabetic designations, similar to nomenclature in place for the Bronze 
Age and Iron Age, would remove all ambiguity (Kenyon 1957: 282–283). Kenyon also 
took issue with the lack of stratigraphic excavations at Antioch, and attacked Waagé’s 
distinction between Hellenistic and Roman Eastern Sigillata A forms. She contended that 
there was no basis for either a Hellenistic date for Eastern Sigillata A or a chronological 
differentiation between shapes (Kenyon 1957: 282). In her description of late Hellenistic 
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deposits, a period that saw the introduction of Eastern Sigillata A at Antioch, Kenyon 
stated that the excavated deposits from Samaria were few and merely represented debris 
thrown over a Hellenistic fortification wall. While the Herodian period deposits, having 
consisted of material from four different locales including residential areas, produced 
large quantities of Eastern Sigillata A. Subsequent study has shown that Waagé’s dating 
was accurate, but that Eastern Sigillata A probably did not arrive at Samaria until much 
later. Thus, Kenyon's conclusions hold true—but only for Samaria, not for Eastern 
Sigillata A as a whole. 
 In 1985 Hayes created standard typologies for Eastern Sigillata A, Eastern 
Sigillata B, and Eastern Sigillata C using material from several excavated eastern 
Mediterranean sites (Hayes 1985, 2008). In 1997 Slane produced an important 
typological study of Eastern Sigillata A using material excavated from Tel Anafa, a well-
stratified site with deposits dating from the early second century BCE to late first century 
CE in northern Israel (Slane 1997). She based her dating on the site’s carefully delineated 
stratigraphy and phasing, which comprised five Hellenistic and four Roman phases dating 
between ca. 250 BCE–40 CE. Using this sequence, Slane demonstrated that Waagé’s 
chronology was essentially correct in that Eastern Sigillata A first appears sometime in 
the third quarter of the second century BCE. She also further refined the chronology of 
individual forms by identifying 26 Eastern Sigillata A forms, most of which were found 
at Antioch and Samaria. Slane identified Eastern Sigillata A forms in the preceding 
Hellenistic black glazed pottery assemblage and, using neutron activation analysis, 
proved that the similar forms were “chemically indistinguishable” (Slane 1997: 269). By 
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comparing similar forms, she postulated that Black Slipped Predecessor was an 
experimental predecessor to Eastern Sigillata A, and that sometime in the third quarter of 
the second-century BCE potters in the region around Antioch stopped producing Black 
Slipped Predecessor and focused solely on Eastern Sigillata A.  
Eastern Sigillata A is characterized by a series of standardized vessel shapes 
comprising mostly hemispherical bowls, cups, and broad, low plates. The fabric is fine 
with few inclusions varying in color from very pale brown to pink, while all forms are 
covered entirely with a red to reddish orange slip using a dual dipping technique. 
Archaeologists have published substantial quantities of the ware from several major Near 
Eastern sites such as Antioch (Waagé 1948: 18–28 and 32–38), Samaria (Kenyon 1957: 
281–357), Tel Anafa (Slane 1997: 269–274 and 283–346), Gindaros (Kramer 2004: 181–
201), Hama (Christensen and Johansen 1971: 55–204), Athens (Hayes 2008: 13–30), 
Tarsus (Goldman 1950a: 172–176 and 179–183), Paphos (Hayes 1991: 32–36), 
Geronisos (Connolly 2002; Connolly 2005; Connolly 2009; and Młynarczyk 2010), 
Panayia Ematousa (Lund 2006: 205–215), and Amathous (Burkhalter 1987). The 
standard typologies are those of Waagé (1948), Hayes (1985), and Slane (1997). Eastern 
Sigillata A was the standard fine ware in the Near East from the Late Hellenistic through 
Middle Roman 1 periods. The legacy of Eastern Sigillata A cannot be understated; it 
seemingly initiated a pottery style/appearance of lustrous red-slipped fine ware that lasted 
nearly eight centuries and one that has provided archaeologists with a reliable 
chronological benchmark.  
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Finally, the Levantine Ceramics Project, a recent initiative spearheaded by Berlin, 
aims to provide a digital storehouse and collaborative platform for data relating to 
ceramic wares, shapes, and archaeometric analyses (http://www.levantineceramics.org/). 
The project will continue to contribute towards developing a series of standardized 
typologies with accompanied chronological control for the most prevalent Hellenistic and 
Early Roman fine ware industries and provides standardized nomenclature for the wares 
presented in this work. Table 2.1 and Figures 2.2–2.8 outline the specific wares and 
shapes attributable to the Early Hellenistic through Middle Roman 2 periods collected by 
the Yumurtalık and Mopsos Surveys. The figures outline the chronological framework 
for Chapter 4. 
 
 
Table 2.1: Chronological breakdown of specific ceramic forms collected by the 
Yumurtalık and Mopsos Surveys. 
 
Early Hellenistic (300–225 BCE) Chronology within Period 
BG Tarsus Form 36 (saucer, folded rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 10f (fish plate, downturned rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 10k (fish plate, downturned rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 12a (fish plate, drooping rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 13a (fish plate, foot) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 41k (bowl, everted rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 43a (saucer, ledge rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 43k (bowl, everted rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 43u (bowl, ring foot) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 45 (high ring foot) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 75p (salt cellar) - 
 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 BG incurved rim bowl - 
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BG interior rim molded bowl - 
 
 
Middle Hellenistic (225–150 BCE) 
 BGAnt Antioch Form 12f (fish plate, drooping rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 79a (bowl, incurved rim) - 
BGAnt Antioch Form 76f (bowl, incurved rim) - 
NCF incurved rim bowl - 
NCF down-turned rim fish plate - 
NCF everted rim fish plate - 
NCF rounded rim with interior groove fish plate - 
Red-slipped carinated bowl - 
 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 BSP TA Type 1 (fish plate, downturned rim) - 
BSP TA Type 3 (plate, upturned rim) - 
BSP TA Type 4 (bowl, incurved rim) - 
Hellenistic mold-made bowl - 
 
 
Late Hellenistic (150–25 BCE) 
 ESA Hayes Form 1 (fish plate, downturned rim) 150–100 BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 2A (plate, upturned rim) 150–100  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 2B (plate, upturned rim) Early 2nd century–50  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 9 (plate, downturned rim) 50–25  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 15B (globular chalice) 100–50  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 18 (hemispherical bowl, plain lip)  Late 2nd–early first century  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 19A (hemispherical bowl, plain lip) 100–50  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 19B (hemispherical bowl, plain lip) 100–50  BCE 
ESA Hayes Form 20 (bowl, incurved rim) 150–100  BCE 
ESA TA Type 13b (plate, upturned rim) 150–100  BCE 
ESA TA Type 24 (bowl, incurved rim) 150–100  BCE 
ESA TA Type 25a (hemispherical bowl, plain lip) 128–75  BCE 
 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 ESA Hayes From 3 (plate, upturned rim) Late 2nd century–10 BCE 
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ESA Hayes From 4A (plate, upturned rim) Late 2nd century–20 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 5B (plate, oblique wall) Late 2nd century–25 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 22A (bowl, everted rim) Late 2nd century–10 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 22B (bowl, everted rim) Late 2nd century–10 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 24 (bowl, everted rim) 100–100 
ESA Hayes Form 104 (lagynos) 50–50 
ESA TA Type 13c (plate, upturned rim) Late 2nd century–0 
ESA TA Type 13d (plate, upturned rim) Late 2nd century–0 
ESA TA Type 15 (plate, beaded rim) 25–0 
ESA TA Type 19 (plate, everted rim) 40 BCE–10 CE 
ESA TA Type 36a (lagynos) Late 1st century BCE 
 
 
Early Roman (25 BCE–40 CE) 
 ESA Hayes Form 4B (plate, upturned rim) 27 BCE–14 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 28 (plate, everted rim) 10 BCE–30 CE 
 
 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 ESA Hayes Form 33 (plate, oblique wall) 1–50 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 47 (bowl, concave vertical rim) 10–70 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 108 (lagynos) First century CE 
ESA TA Type 13e (plate, upturned rim) 5 BCE–50 CE 
ESA TA Type 14a (plate, upturned rim) 25 BCE–50 CE 
ESA TA Type 25c (hemispherical bowl, vertical rim) 5 BCE–50 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 25 (hemispherical bowl, vertical rim) 1–into first half of 2nd century CE 
 
 
Middle Roman 1 (40–130 CE) 
 ESA Hayes Form 35 (plate, oblique wall) 40–70 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 36 (plate, oblique wall) 60–100 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 37A (plate, oblique wall) 60–100 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 37B (plate, oblique wall) 60–100 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 38 (plate, upturned rim) 50–100 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 40C (plate, oblique wall) 80–120 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 48 (bowl, vertical rim) 40–70 CE 
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ESA Hayes Form 51 (bowl, vertical rim) 70–120 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 109 (lagynos) 50–100 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 113 (lagynos) Late 1st century CE 
 
 
Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
 ESA Hayes Form 54 (plate, horizontal rim) 75–150 CE 
ESA Hayes Form 60B (bowl, everted rim) 2nd century CE 
 
 
Middle Roman 2 (130–200 CE) 
 ESA Hayes Form Antonian f (bowl, oblique wall) 138–161 CE 
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Figure 2.2: Early Hellenistic and Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic pottery. Dashed 
lines denote a break between wares within a chronological period and solid lines separate 
chronological periods. 
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Figure 2.3: Middle Hellenistic pottery. Dashed lines denote a break between wares 
within a chronological period. 
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Figure 2.4: Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic pottery. Dashed lines denote a break 
between wares within a chronological period. 
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Figure 2.5: Late Hellenistic pottery. 
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Figure 2.6: Late Hellenistic/Early Roman and Early Roman pottery. Solid lines separate 
chronological periods. 
47 
 
 
Figure 2.7: Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 and Middle Roman 1 pottery. Solid lines 
separate chronological periods. 
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Figure 2.8: Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 and Middle Roman 2 pottery. Solid lines 
separate chronological periods. 
 
2.4 Conclusions 
As noted in Chapter 1, the academic study of the Hellenistic era has followed 
certain themes (diachronic histories, the economy, the city, imperial studies, the army, 
etc.) that have been analyzed using various classes of source material. Historical sources, 
epigraphic texts, and non-literary sources have been more extensively employed than 
archaeological evidence, especially survey data. The two most detrimental factors to the 
widespread utilization of archaeological data in Hellenistic studies are chronology and 
coverage. Certain scholars have justifiably noted that survey data are of little value 
because sites are far too often contextualized and ascribed to broad periods (Aperghis 
2004; Grainger 1990; Sherwin-White and Kuhrt 1994). The chronology problem has led 
scholars interested in events outside of the Hellenistic city to characterize factors such as 
demographic change, agricultural intensification, and decline as monolithic epoch-long 
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phenomena. Identifying episodic change in areas outside the purview of historical and 
non-literary sources has not been possible. Studies of ceramic typologies and ongoing 
landscape surveys, however, have begun to remedy this problem. 
Rautman, Pettegrew, and Vogeikoff-Brogan show that identifying settlement 
change is possible using archaeological and historical sources. In adopting and modifying 
their methods, this work will draw on proxies relating to demographic change and 
development and local situational advantages to identify and assess settlement dynamics 
in eastern Cilicia Pedias. 
The establishment of standardized typologies with individual forms datable to 
periods as narrow as 75 years has allowed scholars to deploy ceramic data from mostly 
excavated contexts to address a variety of social, economic, and cultural issues. Recent 
topics include an incremental assessment (Early Hellenistic, Intermediate Hellenistic, 
Late Hellenistic, and early Roman) of the overall prosperity of people living at a rural site 
in northern Israel (Berlin 1997a), changing dining practices among elite Romans in the 
eastern Mediterranean (Hudson 2010), a diachronic analysis of overall economic 
prosperity in the eastern Mediterranean (Bes and Poblome 2007), changing ritual 
practices at a cultic site in northern Israel during the Hellenistic and Early, Middle, and 
Late Roman periods (Berlin 1999a), and changing dining practices at a small village in 
northern Israel (Berlin 2006). By attending to the calls of Aperghis (2004) and Grainger 
(1990) in particular, who both bemoan the state of chronological control of survey data 
from the Hellenistic period, this work seeks to assess settlement dynamics incrementally 
within the Hellenistic and Early Roman eras. While survey data are rarely sufficiently 
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detailed enough to address the complex social and cultural lines of inquiry outlined 
above, a refined understanding of ceramic chronology now permits chronological 
specificity within the periods under study here, which will allow an identification of 
episodic change in Cilicia Pedias using historical and secondary sources, observations of 
the physical landscape, and the Yumurtalik and Mopsos Survey datasets.  
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Chapter 3 
The Geography and Archaeology of Cilicia Pedias 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 Cilicia Pedias is endowed with fertile and well-irrigated soils, an amenable 
climate for cultivation, abundant natural resources, natural harbors, and access to long-
established overland routes. These situational advantages made the region a valuable 
asset to imperial powers and in many ways instilled a physical structure that enabled the 
proliferation of ancient settlement. It is therefore important to explore these endowments 
to support the following analysis of settlement and to provide a history of archaeological 
work undertaken in the region, which will situate the two projects under study and their 
datasets. 
 
3.2 Geography 
Ancient Cilicia was divided into two topographically distinct regions, Cilicia 
Tracheia and Cilicia Pedias. Cilicia Tracheia or “Rough Cilicia” included the 
mountainous district in the Taurus range to the west, while Cilicia Pedias consisted of the 
coastal plains surrounding the Bay of İskenderun. The contrasting topography of the 
regions played a major role in their divergent historical trajectories. Cilicia Tracheia was 
rugged and its tangled mass of mountain ridges, which descended abruptly to the 
southern coast, supported one principal commodity, timber. While small coastal towns 
survived as export depots for a timber industry (Strab.XIV.V.3), the major thoroughfare 
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leading from Cilicia Pedias and through the Cilician Gates bypasses the region to the 
north. The lack of a thriving timber industry and harsh topography led to a modest 
standard of living, one that Jones characterizes as a “primitive tribal life” (Jones 1971: 
192). Recent work, however, proves that the region was not as provincial as initially 
thought and was well-connected (Williams 1989; Hoff and Townsend 2013).  
On the other end of the spectrum lay Cilicia Pedias, a collection of fertile coastal 
plains enclosed by three imposing mountain ranges and the Bay of İskenderun (Fig. 3.1).  
The region is watered by three major rivers, the Tarsus, Seyhan, and Ceyhan, and many 
smaller rivers and intermittent streams issuing from the Taurus, Anti-Taurus, and 
Amanus Mountains. The abundance of water and fluvial soils supported the production of 
wheat, sesame, barley, rice, millet, and flax, as well as raw materials including timber 
(Xen. An. I.2.22; Seton-Williams 1954: 121–122; Jones 1971: 192). The region also 
boasted several natural harbors and the most frequented overland route linking Syria and 
Asia Minor. Such natural endowments fostered the growth of civilization at various 
points in the region’s history and today it is one of the most agriculturally productive 
regions in Turkey with the cultivation of fruits, vegetables, cotton, wheat, and sesame 
(Kiray 1974; Tobin 2004). 
Cilicia Pedias consists of five coastal plains that are separated by natural and 
cultural features of varying size. The Tarsus Plain, the southwestern most, measures 
approximately 3500 sq km and is the largest plain in Cilicia. Its western border is marked 
by an area just west of modern Soli, where the Taurus Mountains nearly reach the sea. It  
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is bounded in the north by the Taurus Mountains, in the east by two limestone ridges, 
Misis Dağ and Cebelinur, and in the south by the Mediterranean Sea. The Asia 
Minor/Syrian overland route crosses the plain and connects the region with Lyconia and 
greater Asia Minor via Tarsus and the Cilician Gates to the north. All three major Cilician 
Rivers flow through the Tarsus Plain and its principal ancient cities were Tarsus, Adana, 
Soli, Mopsouestia, and Mallus. 
The Anazarbus Plain is the second largest and northernmost plain and measures 
approximately 2300 sq km. It extends east from Misis Dağ and Cebelinur and is bordered 
in the north by the Taurus and Anti-Taurus ranges. The plain extends in the east to the 
Amanus Mountains and in the south by the Mediterranean and an anonymous limestone 
ridge west of Epiphanea. The Asia Minor/Syrian overland route and a second route 
connecting Asia Minor and Mesopotamia bisects the plain, while the Ceyhan River flows 
through it. The most important ancient cities in the Anazarbus Plain were Anazarbus and 
Kastabala. 
The Issus Plain measures approximately 350 sq km and is bounded in the west by 
an anonymous ridge west of the Amanic Gates/Cilician Gates, in the north by the same 
anonymous ridge and the Anti-Taurus range, in the east by the Amanus Mountains, and 
in the south by the Cilician Gates/Pillars of Jonah. The Asia Minor/Syrian overland route 
traverses the plain and its principle urban entities were Issus, a coastal city, and 
Epiphanea, an inland city 12 km northwest of Issus. 
The Alexandreia Plain is situated in eastern Cilicia Pedias. It consists of a region 
encompassing approximately 95 sq km and extends south from the Cilician Gates/Pillars 
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of Jonah to a narrow Amanic spur reaching the sea. It is also bordered in the east by the 
Amanus Mountains. The Asia Minor/Syrian overland route issues from the Syrian Gates 
in the plain and connects the region to the Amuq plain and greater Syria. The major 
ancient city in the plain was Alexandreia.  
The Rhosus Plain, the southernmost in Cilicia Pedias, measures approximately 
135 sq km. It is bounded in the south and east by the Amanus Mountains and in the north 
by a narrow spur extending from the Amanus range to the sea. The Rhosus Plain is the 
only plain in Cilicia Pedias without a major trade route crossing its borders. The principle 
city in the plain was Rhosus. 
 
3.3 Previous Archaeological Work 
 Although adventurers, dignitaries, and merchants traversed Cilicia Pedias and 
described ancient curiosities as early as the seventeenth century (Tavernier 1678; 
Heberdey and Wilhelm 1896; Janke 1904), the appearance of archaeologically based 
investigations first took place during the French Mandate period (1920–1939). The first 
generation of archaeologists working in Cilicia Pedias, Paul Chammas, Einar Gjerstad, 
Hetty Goldman, and John Garstang, worked in the 1930s and 1940s and primarily sought 
to create an inventory of occupation mounds (höyüks), develop ceramic sequences for 
prehistoric periods, and conduct preliminary surveys to identify a suitable site for large-
scale excavation. The only exception was Chammas who, in addition to creating an 
inventory of archaeological sites of sorts, sought to develop tourism by unearthing 
classical period remains. The second generation of work is defined solely by the work of 
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Veronica Seton-Williams, an archaeologist who worked with Garstang in the 1930s and 
surveyed swaths of Cilicia Pedias in the early 1950s. While Seton-Williams’ research 
questions and approach mirrored those of the first generation, that is searching for 
mounds and refining prehistoric ceramic sequences, the size of her geographic focus and 
thoroughness of her recording methods set her work apart from that of her predecessors. 
İlknur Özgen, Marie-Henriette Gates, Jennifer Tobin, Barthel Hrouda, Ann Killebrew, 
and Gunnar Lehmann represent the third generation of archaeologists working in Cilicia 
Pedias. The third generation, who began working in the mid-1990s, maintained interests 
focusing on the prehistoric periods, with the exception of Tobin, and in many ways built 
on the work of the first two generations. The third generation, however, sought to move 
beyond examining the plain as an extension of interior Anatolia by contextualizing 
Cilicia Pedias within the greater Mediterranean through extensive excavation and formal 
pedestrian survey. What follows is a discussion of the projects that have shaped the 
archaeology of Cilicia Pedias with a focus on the Hellenistic and Early Roman periods. 
 
3.3.1 Excavations 
3.3.1.1 Alexandretta (Alexandreia ad Issum) 
Paul Chammas, working from August 1930 to April 1931, undertook a series of 
excavations in and around the modern city of İskenderun. Prior to the 1930s, the 
Alexandreia Plain was largely ignored from an archaeological perspective. As early as 
the seventeenth century, the plain had a bad reputation among travelers, who often fell ill 
when passing through. It was so bad in fact that Alexandretta was dubbed the “Tomb of 
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the Franciscans” because in 1730 four Franciscan travelers fell ill and died over the 
course of a week (Chammas 1931:16). By the 1920s, however, there was a concerted 
effort by the French to develop infrastructure and drain large swamps that were havens 
for disease in the summer months. The combination of these efforts and planned 
fieldwork led Chammas to argue that ancient Alexandretta could rival the greatest centers 
in Syria in terms of its archaeological treasures and popularity among visitors (Chammas 
1931: 87). Therefore, the primary goal of his efforts was to develop tourism by 
unearthing and recording the region’s rich archaeological heritage so that visitors would 
stop and take interest.   
 The record of Chammas’ excavation is a monograph entitled Alexandrette 
(Chammas 1931). The work is divided into three parts: a history of Alexandretta, his 
discoveries, and a guide to the region that provides the traveler a glimpse into its 
archaeology, civil administration, and brief sketch of its geography. Chammas’ 
discoveries are a product of his excavations, primarily on the city’s southern hill, and 
survey work (see below), which are presented as a collection of daily notes. The work 
makes reference to random discoveries such as water pipes, cisterns, tombs, column 
bases, workshops, millstones, figurines, fortifications, columns, a rampart, and mosaics in 
and around Alexandretta, but great care was taken to describe the mosaics and 
excavations conducted in four areas: on the southern hill at the Room of the Goddesses, 
structures found on the southern hill northeast of the Room of the Goddesses, an 
assemblage of mosaics discovered at various locations on the southern hill, and the 
Citadel located south of the modern city (Fig. 3.2). Drafting an accurate plan of  
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Figure 3.2: Map showing the location of Chammas’ Southern Hill within the limits of the 
modern city of İskenderun. 
 
excavations is not possible because detailed locational descriptions of finds and 
excavation areas are lacking and most of the published maps are illegible owing to their 
age and poor quality of printing. In fact, the locations of trenches excavated on the 
southern hill are taken from a carob tree. Using modern topographic maps and satellite 
images, it is possible to locate the Southern Hill and present the area’s general 
topography within the extent of the modern city (Fig. 3.2). 
 
 
59 
 
3.3.1.1.1 Room of the Goddesses 
 On the eastern half of the southern hill, excavators uncovered the so-called Room 
of the Goddesses. Excavations unearthed a limestone column, ceramics, a bell-shaped 
cistern, a burned layer, and a large figured mosaic. The discovery garnered attention 
throughout the city, as a number of officials and citizens came to see the mosaics.  
  The mosaic floor was well preserved and after rubbing the pavement with a brick 
and washing it several times, excavators revealed a complex mythical scene. A female 
figure dominates the east side of the room and Chammas describes her as having two 
black eyes, black eyebrows, a skin-colored forehead, red-blushed cheeks, long and thick 
black hair crowned by a diadem, ears with yellow pendants (ball-shaped), slightly thick 
and red-colored lips, and a slightly thick neck around which were several necklaces of 
different colors (Chammas 1931: 45; Iacobelli 2008). To the left of the female figure was 
another figure with a two-lined inscription that read “ANA” “TOLI.” A male figure with 
a large flat nose comprises the northern side, while a female was situated to the west. 
Neither figure preserved an intact inscription, though three Greek letters “ARK” were 
preserved near the latter. The most imposing scene was enclosed within a rectangle on 
the south side of the room. Within the border there were three female figures and an 
inscription reading “ZEFYROS.” The figures were placed in each corner of the rectangle 
and had white and delicate features, blond and disheveled hair, and slender noses 
(Chammas 1931: 46; Iacobelli 2008). Unfortunately, Chammas’ requests for on-site 
security went unanswered and a week after its discovery, the Room of the Goddesses was 
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vandalized (Chammas 1931: 47). The mosaic pavement was completely destroyed before 
it was drawn or photographed. 
 
3.3.1.1.2 Structures Northeast of the Room of the Goddesses 
 Chammas began excavating an area northeast of the Room of the Goddesses after 
its destruction. He discovered a seven-room structure with a lime plastered floor and four 
large terracotta vessels. After exposing the structure, a new trench was opened nearby 
that yielded a four-room complex with two small stone basins. 
 
3.3.1.1.3 Additional Mosaics on the Southern Hill 
Excavators uncovered a large mosaic while excavating in another area on the 
Southern Hill. Here a deity, identified by Chammas as the River God, was sitting semi-
reclined while holding a reed in his right hand. Work stopped soon after its discovery to 
allow the Antiquities Service to inspect the excavations.  
 Following the discovery of the River God mosaic, the local authorities provided 
financial support for the excavations, which, among other things, funded two security 
guards to protect the site. Soon after opening large-scale excavations, individual mosaics 
depicting the following deities and themes were discovered in different areas: Amphitrite, 
Ninus and the Birds, Arethusa, Achilles, and Oceanus and Tethys. The full architectural 
context of the Aphrodite and Ninus and the Birds mosaics remains unclear, since 
Chammas was more concerned with describing the mosaic scenes. Based on one of 
Chammas’ legible plans (Fig. 3.3), it does appear that the Arethusa, Achilles, and the  
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Figure 3.3: A plan of the “bath” Chammas excavated with the Arethusa, Achilles, and 
Oceanus and Tethys mosaics. Figure after Chammas 1931: Fig. 8. 
 
Oceanus and Tethys mosaics were found in three different rooms that were part of the 
same structure.  
 The so-called Aphrodite mosaic, which is now known as the Mosaic of Tethys 
and Fish, is the most prized of the Alexandretta mosaics. It was first published in the 
Illustrated London News on August 15, 1931 (Anonymous 1931: 265; Heffner et al. 
1932). The central figure was initially interpreted as Aphrodite, but after continued study, 
scholars argue that the small gray wings affixed to the deity’s head are instead 
characteristic of Tethys. In the central scene, Tethys is seated and holds a serpent in her 
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right hand and a staff in her left. It is currently on display in the Hatay Archaeology 
Museum (Inventory number 9097). 
The Ninus and the Birds mosaic depicts a young Ninus, identified as such with an 
inscription reading “NINOS” above his head, with a square frame bearing the picture of a 
female in his right hand. A second scene depicts three large birds, a crown, a 
pomegranate, green palms, and a vase. Two of the birds perched on a palm have their 
beaks turned toward the pomegranate and a feasting crown with two short ties nearby. 
Also, one of the birds, a parrot, has its beak turned toward a large vase that contains a red 
liquid. Everything in the mosaic is life size, and the red, green, grey, and white colors 
merge into a yellow background. The bird scene was also published in the Illustrated 
London News on August 15, 1931 (Anonymous 1931: 265). 
 In a different structure and in three different rooms, excavators discovered the 
Arethusa, Achilles, and the Oceanus and Tethys mosaics (Fig. 3.3). The mosaics were in 
poor condition, as evidenced by numerous cracks and traces of fire damage. Arethusa is 
identified by an inscription “ARETHUSA.” To the left of Arethusa, on the west side, 
traces of other mosaics were found but destroyed by plowing. Achilles, as identified by 
an inscription “AKILLEUS,” is holding a spear and is depicted without any form of 
headdress. To the north of Achilles, on the east side, was a passageway decorated with 
geometric figures of all colors and the lower part of two legs. This mosaic was also 
destroyed by plowing.  
The Oceanus and Tethys mosaic was discovered in an adjacent room, which is 
joined with the Arethusa and Achilles rooms by the aforementioned passageway. The 
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room is colonnaded and contains a fountain. The room contains nine column bases and 
four column sections measuring 3 m in height and .45 m in diameter. The mosaic depicts 
Oceanus and Tethys. Oceanus has a white and grey beard and wavy hair with claws. 
Tethys has earrings, long hair, and small wings on her head. Both figures are looking out 
to the sea and are situated in front of a fountain. The mosaic is currently on display in the 
Hatay Archaeology Museum (Inventory number 9095). 
 
3.3.1.1.4 The Citadel 
 At the invitation and financial support of Mr. Catoni, the president of the Tourism 
Committee of the Sancak of Alexandretta, Chammas excavated a citadel located in Mr. 
Catoni’s backyard. The excavations took place over a five-day period and focused on two 
areas, a section of the fortification wall and the northern tower. The excavations revealed 
the citadel’s fortification wall preserved to a height of 5 m, an octagonal enclosure 
measuring 98 × 90 m with 2.3 m thick walls, and a north tower measuring 5 × 5 × 5 m. 
The interior of the fortification was uninhabited, while boats were moored to large chains 
fastened to rings on the exterior on the north side. Based on the assemblage of finds and 
architectural style, Chammas believed that the earliest phase of construction dated to the 
Seleucids and the exterior fortifications, which do not survive today, dated to the 
Crusader period. 
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3.3.1.1.5 Conclusions 
 Chammas’ excavations demonstrate that Alexandreia was a sizeable, well-
planned city up to 4 sq km in size with established infrastructure that included cisterns, a 
vast network of terracotta water pipes, and roads. The city, however, often experienced 
earthquakes and was burned at some point. He argues that the unearthed mosaics were 
constructed by Greek artisans well-versed in mythological themes, while his meticulous 
descriptions date the features to the fifth century. The excavations also revealed Greek, 
Roman, Byzantine, and Arab levels. Despite what he noted in passing as pre-Seleucid 
levels, he argues that Alexandretta was initially founded by Phoenicians as Myriandros, 
the famed Phoenician colony mentioned by Herodotus and Xenophon (Hdt. 4.38; Xen. 
Hell. 1.4.4–1.4.6) based merely on the presence of many cisterns (Chammas 1931: 80). 
Without a discussion by Chammas of specific remains datable to the Hellenistic or Early 
Roman period, it is impossible to characterize the early phases of the ancient city from 
Chammas’ explorations. Based on recent surveys of the city (see Chapter 4) and 
Chammas’ reference, in passing, to Seleucid remains, however, it is clear that the city had 
major Hellenistic and Early Roman phases. 
 
3.3.1.2 Gözlü Kule (Tarsus) 
In Spring 1934 Hetty Goldman led an expedition to the Tarsus Plain in order to 
identify a site for more intensive investigation. After visiting 41 sites, many preliminarily 
studied by Gjerstad in 1930 (Gjerstad 1934), and undertaking soundings at Zeytin, 
Karabasa, Domuz Tepe, and Gözlü Kule, the latter site was selected for a multi-year 
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excavation campaign (Goldman 1935, 1937, 1938, 1940, 1950). Gözlü Kule, an 
occupation mound, lies within the modern city of Tarsus and measures approximately 
300 × 100 m and 25 m in height (Fig. 3.4). The site was occupied from Neolithic through 
modern times and excavated by Goldman from 1935 to 1938 and, after the close of 
World War II, from 1947 to 1949. The goal of Goldman’s excavations was to gain 
knowledge of the successive cultures of Cilicia Pedias with particular emphasis on the 
pre-Classical periods (Goldman 1950: v). Although disruptions such as the digging of 
cisterns and trash pits in the Islamic period and military trenching by the French in 1921 
had obliterated all levels including and postdating the Late Roman period, the Gözlü Kule 
excavations identified a series of phases dating to the Hellenistic and Early Roman 
periods. 
 Excavations concentrated in two areas, Area A and Area B, though trenches were 
opened in other locales on the southern slope and south of the mound (Fig. 3.4). Area A 
was situated on the summit and southern slope of the eastern peak, while Area B was in 
the valley between the western and eastern peaks. The most extensive Hellenistic and  
Early Roman remains were found in Area B, while an isolated and poorly preserved 
Hellenistic structure was found in Area A. Goldman identified four primary phases 
(Early, Middle, and Late Hellenistic and Hellenistic-Roman), some of which include 
multiple sub phases defined by stratigraphy, architectural remains, and chronological 
considerations. 
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Figure 3.4: A plan of Gözlü Kule showing excavation Area A, Area B, and modern 
structures. Figure after Goldman 1950: Plan 1. Scale = 1:100. 
 
3.3.1.2.1 The Early Hellenistic Phase (late fourth century BCE) 
Goldman dates the Early Hellenistic phase to the late fourth century based on the 
presence of coins of Philip II and Alexander the Great, the earliest coins found at the site, 
and a few Tarsus Group I lamps dating from the fifth to early third centuries (Goldman 
1950: 29–30). The phase is represented architecturally by a partially preserved, isolated 
building oriented northeast/southwest (Fig. 3.5). The structure includes eight preserved 
rooms (A–H) and contained large quantities of bronze waste, leading Goldman to argue 
67 
 
that the structure was used as a bronze foundry (Goldman 1950: 6). Excavators 
uncovered an oven within a small rectangular enclosure in Room F. The construction 
technique consisted of mudbricks without a socle, and the narrow chronology of 
associated finds suggests a relatively short period of use. The Middle Hellenistic complex 
(see below) immediately overlays the northeast section of the Early Hellenistic structure. 
 
3.3.1.2.2 The Middle Hellenistic Phase (299–early second century BCE) 
 The Middle Hellenistic phase dates from 299 to the early second century BCE 
based on the ubiquity of Seleucus III and Antiochus III coins, stamped amphora handles 
dating to the early third century and to the period between 220 and 180 BCE, and Tarsus 
Group II (early third century), III (third and second centuries), V (late third through 
second centuries), and XIX (begins in the middle of the third century) lamps (Goldman 
1950: 30). The phase is represented by a single, large compound referred to as the Middle 
Hellenistic Complex and demonstrates a significant expansion and reorientation of the 
site (Fig. 3.5). The complex and its general plan and orientation are maintained into the 
Hellenistic and Early Roman levels. The Middle Hellenistic phase constitutes the best-
preserved remains at the site. Excavators identified three floor levels (hard-packed earth, 
below crushed limestone, and another hard-packed earth), which divide the Middle 
Hellenistic phase into bottom, middle, and top sub-phases. Each floor surface represents 
approximately 40 years of occupation (Goldman 1950: 30). The bottom level dates to the 
first half of the third century, but it was not possible to differentiate between the middle 
and top levels confidently. Goldman notes, however, that the most common coins from  
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the phase date to the reigns of Seleucus III (225–223 BCE) and Antiochus III (223–187 
BCE).  
 The Middle Hellenistic complex has three elements: a courtyard and surrounding 
rooms (nos. 3–10), a “megaron” (nos. 1–2), and a bathroom and surrounding rooms (nos. 
11–15). The courtyard is original to the complex and served as a focal point for the 
adjacent rooms. A black, white, and red pebble mosaic measuring 3.1 × 1.9 m was found 
in Room 6, while the walls of Rooms 3 and 5 were adorned with painted plaster. Both 
forms of ornamentation, the pebble mosaic and painted plaster walls, date to the Top 
Middle Hellenistic level (late third to early second centuries BCE) (Goldman 1950: 10). 
Goldman does not offer much interpretation of the “megaron,” but notes that the structure 
communicated with a street, rather than some form of open space or courtyard (Goldman 
1950: 12–13). The bathroom complex also belongs to the Top Middle Hellenistic level 
and thus is contemporary with the pebble mosaic and painted plaster walls. The bathroom 
floor is concrete and there is a tub in the northeast corner with a small basin to the west.  
 
3.3.1.2.3 The Late Hellenistic Phase (175–150 BCE) 
Preservation above the Middle Hellenistic phase is poor. The walls attributed to 
the Late Hellenistic phase are fragmentary and were further rebuilt in the subsequent 
Hellenistic–Roman phase (Fig. 3.6). Goldman acknowledges that it was only possible to 
isolate discrete structures along the most general lines because the structures were used in 
a later period. She characterizes the architectural remains in the following manner: “As a 
whole [it] shows certain symmetry. [Room] Id can be interpreted as an open court  
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common to two dwellings, each consisting of two rooms, Ig–h and Ie–f… [Room] Ic 
placed at the angle where the street divides, corresponds to the modern kiosk found at 
street corners and may have been used for commercial purposes” (Goldman 1950: 15). 
Fi
gu
re
 3
.6
: T
he
 a
rc
hi
te
ct
ur
al
 e
vi
de
nc
e 
co
m
pr
is
in
g 
th
e 
La
te
 H
el
le
ni
st
ic
 a
nd
 H
el
le
ni
st
ic
/R
om
an
 
ph
as
es
 id
en
tif
ie
d 
at
 G
öz
lü
 K
ul
e.
 F
ig
ur
e 
af
te
r G
ol
dm
an
 1
95
0:
 P
la
n 
5.
 
 
71 
 
Stratigraphically, the Late Hellenistic phase consists of a level immediately above the 
Middle Hellenistic phase that terminates with the introduction of Eastern Sigillata A. The 
attribution of two specific artifact types, a coin group dating from 190 to 160 and Tarsus 
Group VI (second century BCE to Augustan period) lamps, to this phase is tenuous. 
Though these artifact types were introduced in the Late Hellenistic phase, both became 
more prevalent in subsequent contexts containing ESA (Goldman 1950: 31).  
 
3.3.1.2.4 The Hellenistic-Roman Phase (150–50 BCE) 
The Hellenistic-Roman Phase saw a continued utilization of Late Hellenistic 
structures along with a sizeable extension to the west (Fig. 3.6). Rooms Ia and Ih and 
Rooms IIa and IIb formed two narrow buildings separated by an alley. The western 
extension was built over the remains of the Middle Hellenistic complex. Goldman does 
not provide a detailed description of associated finds and architecture, but the 
introduction of Eastern Sigillata A marks the beginning of the phase; that, along with 
second-century coins, Tarsus Group VI lamps, and stamped amphora handles provide its 
chronological basis. 
 
3.3.1.2.5 Finds 
 The Hellenistic finds from Gözlü Kule represent the most extensively published 
assemblages from all of Cilicia Pedias and form the basis for the Hellenistic to Early 
Roman periodization scheme currently used by scholars working in this region. The site’s 
chronology was built around six discrete deposits found at uneven intervals, which were 
72 
 
dated by coins, lamps, and stamped Rhodian amphora handles. As is the case with most 
typological schemes, date ranges often overlap. For example, numismatic chronologies 
are mostly based on political considerations such as the reign of a particular king or the 
founding of a city, while ceramic and terracotta finds are dated by changes in style and 
form. Therefore, it comes as little surprise that the chronologies of certain artifact classes 
overlap both with others and with the dates ascribed to the aforementioned Hellenistic 
levels.  
Cox notes that no Achaemenid period coins were found during excavation and 
only one example predates Alexander the Great, which suggests, along with the total 
absence of Attic Black Glaze, that Gözlü Kule was not occupied between the late sixth 
and early fourth centuries (Cox 1950: 38). Of the 345 legible coins uncovered dating 
between the late fourth century BCE and early fifth century CE, a period of over seven 
and a half centuries, 182 (53%) date to the Hellenistic period. Tarsus minted coins as 
early as the end of the fourth century under Alexander the Great after ousting the 
Achaemenids following the Battle of Issus in 333. After the death of Alexander, Cilicia 
eventually fell to the Antigonids, who minted coins there from 316 to 295 under its 
founder Antigonus I and his son and successor Demetrius I. For more than a century, the 
Tarsus mint appears to be inactive under the Seleucids, who were evidently minting coins 
in earnest at Antioch, the newly founded capital city. Following Antiochus III’s defeat at 
the Battle of Magnesia in 190 and his cessation of all of Asia Minor up to the Taurus 
range, Tarsus began minting autonomous coinage and continued doing so for over a 
century. Figure 3.7 shows quantities of Hellenistic coins by date, mint, and minter.  
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Figure 3.7: A chronological distribution of the numismatic data from Gözlü Kule. 
Chronological groups are differentiated by mint location and minter. 
 
Interestingly it is primarily during the Middle Hellenistic phase (299–early second 
century) that the Tarsus mint ceases to mint coins, but the city itself saw a reconfiguration 
of settlement and an increased level of architectural ornamentation. 
The chronological resolution of the lamps and stamped amphora handles is not 
nearly as refined as the numismatic data, but a brief discussion of the stamped amphora 
handles is warranted. Eighty-three legible stamped Rhodian amphora handles were 
discovered and characterized into five chronological groups (300–220, 220–180, post  
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Figure 3.8: A chronological distribution of stamped Rhodian amphora handles from 
Gözlü Kule. 
 
180, 199–100, and 100 B.C–A.D 100) (Grace 1950). The largest quantity of stamped 
handles dates to the 220–180 chronological group, a period of 40 years (Fig. 3.8). When 
compared to the other chronological groups, which encompass time periods ranging from 
90 to over 100 years, the number of stamped handles from 220–180 is significant. In 
regards to other ceramic forms from Gözlü Kule, typologies have obviously changed in 
the last 73 years, but the site produced many of the standard wares of the Hellenistic 
period (Hellenistic Mold-Made bowls, Northern Coastal Fine, and both Hellenistic and 
Early Roman versions of Eastern Sigillata A). 
 
75 
 
3.3.1.2.6 Conclusions 
 Although the majority of Hellenistic and Roman Tarsus lies beneath the modern 
city, Gözlü Kule was inhabited in these periods. To what extent the mound was 
incorporated into the classical city below remains unknown. Excavations have revealed 
continuous phases of settlement throughout the Hellenistic era. The Early Hellenistic 
period, consisting of a small bronze foundry and the founding of a royal mint, gave way 
to a complete reorganization of the site with an architectural complex aligned along a 
new orientation in the Middle Hellenistic period. The beginning of the period witnessed 
the closing of the royal mint following the foundation of Antioch in the middle to late 
290s and renewed minting activities near the end of the era. The Late Hellenistic and Late 
Hellenistic/Roman phases saw continued expansion, though architectural preservation is 
poor. Following the Late Hellenistic/Roman phase, Gözlü Kule began to take on a more 
commercial focus as evidenced by the production of lamps and terracotta figurines by the 
early Roman Imperial period (Goldman 1950b: 300). 
 Recently Gözlü Kule and the modern city of Tarsus have been the focus of 
archaeological inquiry. The renewed excavations began in 2001 under the direction of 
Aslı Özyar and focus in and around Goldman’s Area A and the pre-Hellenistic levels 
(Özyar 2005), and thus sheds no new light on the periods of interest here. In the early 
1990s construction workers excavating at Cumhuriyet Square in Tarsus for an 
underground parking lot uncovered an ancient street (Gates 1995, 1996, 1997; Zoroğlu 
1996). The street was constructed out of black polygonal slabs and the sidewalks were 
bordered with white limestone blocks. The street was porticoed and the evenly-spaced 
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column bases were found in situ. Subsequent excavations concluded that the porticoed 
street dated to the reign of Hadrian (117–138 CE) and the earliest construction phases 
dates to the Early Hellenistic period (Zoroğlu 1996; Gates 1997). 
 
3.3.1.3 Kinet Höyük 
From 1992 until 2007 Marie Henriette-Gates of Bilkent University directed 
excavations at Kinet Höyük. Her work represents the only systematic excavation of an 
occupation mound in northeastern Cilician Pedias and once published, will make a 
significant contribution to the ceramic, numismatic, and architectural history of the 
Hellenistic period. The oval-shaped mound measures 200 (E/W) × 120 (N/S) × 23 m and 
was occupied continuously from the Early Bronze Age until the middle of the first 
century BCE and again during the Medieval period. Excavations have only recently 
concluded and the final analysis of the Hellenistic material is currently taking place. The 
Hellenistic finds and architecture have been published in preliminary form (C. Gates 
2015) and in regular reports in the Kazı Sonuçları Toplantısı (Gates 1994, 1999, 2000, 
2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013), Charles 
Gates’ publications presenting the Achaemenid and Hellenistic architecture (C. Gates 
1999, 2005, 2013, 2015), and conversations with those affiliated with the project support 
the following characterization of Kinet Höyük’s Hellenistic and Early Roman phases. 
 The best preserved Hellenistic levels on the mound were discovered on the west 
slope in excavation units C, H, and E; on the northern side of the summit in unit G; and  
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on the southern side of the summit in unit U (Fig. 3.9). The Hellenistic levels are 
associated with Kinet’s Periods 3A, 2B, and 2A. Period 3 has two architectural levels: B 
(Late Achaemenid, 400–350 BCE) and A (Early and Middle Hellenistic, 323–200 BCE) 
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(C. Gates 1999, 2005). Period 2 also consists of two architectural levels: B (second 
century BCE) and A (late second century BCE to middle of the first century BCE) (Gates 
2005). Based on the most recent interpretation of Period 2, Gates argues that, “the Early 
Hellenistic period [identified in unit G], previously thought to be co-terminus with Kinet 
Period 3A, should now be extended to include the refounded town in the first phase of 
Period 2” (Gates 2005: 167). Therefore, at the very least Periods 3A and 2B have a 
degree of chronological overlap. 
 
3.3.1.3.1 Periods 3B (400–350 BCE) and 3A (323–200 BCE) 
 Period 3, which is best represented in unit G on the northern summit (Fig. 3.10A) 
and in units C, E, and H along the western slope is defined by a major building campaign 
consisting of a new city wall (found on the western slope and on the northern summit), a 
tower, and a number of rooms with occasional courtyards (C. Gates 1999: 326, 2005: 61). 
Construction began in the Late Achaemenid period (Period 3B), which was dated by the 
presence of Attic Black Glazed pottery and amphoras found at the lowest construction 
levels, and continued with modifications in the Early and into the Middle Hellenistic 
periods (Phase 3A). The Early and Middle Hellenistic levels were dated by the presence 
of Hellenistic Black Glazed wares, fishplates, stamped amphoras, and the absence of 
Eastern Sigillata A. The small tower measures 2.4 × 3.1 × 1.04 m and the foundation was 
constructed with packed earth, while its sides were faced with river stones and cut 
volcanic blocks (Gates 1999: 326–327). Walls dating to Period 3A extend from the north 
and east sides of the tower and make up a series of rooms, gravel courtyards, and  
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passageways. A 5-meter wide gate was discovered south of the architectural complex. 
The gate is a single course of ashlar blocks and its opening is defined by large upright 
limestone blocks set on top of the foundation at both ends (Fig. 10B, Excavation area C). 
Both blocks had traces of painted plaster. The extension of the fortification wall 
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discovered in unit G was associated with an architectural complex of 15 rooms identified 
as a garrison (C. Gates 1999; Gates 2007) (Fig. 3.10A). The complex was constructed 
using stone socles and mudbrick walls and had two phases dating to Periods 3B and 3A 
respectively. 
 
3.3.1.3.2 Periods 2B (second century BCE) and 2A (late second–middle of the first BCE) 
During Period 2, the architectural complex situated along the fortification wall in 
unit G was filled in and leveled, and a new complex built on top.  Likewise, a new 
complex was built over the Period 3 remains in units C, E, and H on the western slope 
(Fig. 3.10C). It was in this period that Kinet Höyük was transformed into a Hellenized 
town, as evidenced by the construction of buildings along a north/south running 
orthogonal layout and the adoption of Hellenistic material culture such as mold-made 
lamps, terracotta figurines, ceramic roof tiles, and the traditional ceramic repertoire 
dominated by Eastern Sigillata A (Gates 2005). The transformation was initiated in 
Period 2B with the construction of two parallel rooms measuring 7 × 7 m with a series of 
passageways and doorways opening to a street in unit G and a series of rooms and in 
units C and E courts aligned to an east/west running street (Fig. 3.10C). There is clear 
evidence that the remains in unit G were destroyed by fire and rebuilt (Gates 2005: 167). 
The site was completely abandoned around 50 BCE. 
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3.3.1.3.3 British Petroleum Lot 26 Soundings 
 In 2011 three soundings were undertaken on private property owned by British 
Petroleum in Area BP (Gates 2013; C. Gates 2015). The investigations took place 
approximately 250 m south of the occupation mound in an area measuring 1.5 ha (Fig. 
3.9). Beneath 2 m of sterile alluvium, excavations yielded architectural remains dating to 
Periods 5/4, 3, and 2 and according to C. Gates, represent the remains of a lower town 
and harbor facilities (C. Gates 2015: 94). The findings, in connection with similar results 
from smaller soundings to the north, east, and northwest, demonstrate that Hellenistic and 
Early Roman settlement extended beyond the occupation mound and comprised a lower 
city, which greatly enhances our understanding of the size and configuration of ancient 
Issus. Furthermore, the Area BP soundings highlight the significant problem of site 
visibility (see below, Chapter 4). 
 
3.3.1.3.4 Conclusions 
 It appears that Kinet Höyük was continuously occupied throughout the Hellenistic 
period with occupation on the mound proper as well as in areas extending into the plain. 
At some point in the fourth century, the city took on a more defensive character as 
evidenced by the construction of a large fortification wall, a tower, and a 15-room 
garrison with two clear occupational levels. C. Gates notes that the fortification of the site 
took place in the Late Achaemenid phase (Phase 3B) and continued to be occupied and 
expanded in the Early Hellenistic period and into the Middle Hellenistic (Phase 3A) (C. 
Gates 1999, 2005). During the Late Hellenistic period (Phase 2), the garrison was filled 
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in and leveled and both the western slope and northern summit experienced a new 
architectural phase. The new buildings represent a complete reorientation of settlement 
along an orthogonal grid and an introduction of a new class of material culture expressing 
a more Hellenistic character. C. Gates notes that the material assemblage is one 
dominated by Eastern Sigillata A, which was, as noted above, developed in the middle of 
the second century BCE. He suggests that the reorganization took place around 150 BCE. 
In 2009, however, Peter Stone examined Kinet’s Hellenistic pottery and identified an 
“abundance” of Northern Coastal Fine (Stone 2009), which, as described above in 
Chapter 2, is nearly identical to Eastern Sigillata A, but predates the ware by 50 years. If 
the Eastern Sigillata A assemblage mentioned by C. Gates includes Northern Coastal 
Fine, the reorganization of the site that occurred during Phase 2 should be dated to 225–
150 BCE. Finally, by the middle of the first century BCE, the site was abandoned. 
Detailed study of the Area BP material is underway and while the periods represented 
likely correlate with those on the mound, it will be interesting to see if the area 
experienced a similar settlement dynamic (i.e., fortification [Period 3B], occupation and 
expansion [Period 3A], complete reorganization [Period 2], and abandonment by the 
middle of the first century BCE).  
 
3.3.2 Archaeological Survey 
3.3.2.1 Paul Chammas Survey 
Chammas traveled throughout the region to identify and describe archaeological 
sites while excavating at Alexandreia. He traveled through the plains of Alexandreia, 
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Rhosus, and the southern extent of Issus from August through December 1930 during 
sporadic breaks in excavation (Chammas 1931). He spent a week in June on horseback 
searching for archaeological sites in the Amanus Mountains after completing his 
excavations in April 1931 (Chammas 1933).  
 Chammas’ surveying efforts can be divided into four distinct excursions. First, 
Iskandar Sayegh, a landowner from Arsuz, invited Chammas to tour his village 
(Chammas 1931: 56–57). Second, Lieutenant-Colonel Jacquot asked him to locate the 
ancient road that connected the Rhosus Plain to Antioch without passing through Belen 
(Chammas 1931: 60–66). Using Guljihan as his starting point, Chammas traveled 
southeast through Akbar and Kurdbagh on foot and recorded his archaeological findings. 
He states that there is a route connecting Guljihan with Antioch, but it remains unclear 
whether he completed this journey (Fig. 3.11). Third, Chammas undertook a one-week 
survey of the Amanus Mountains (Chammas 1933). Finally, he mentions in passing that 
he surveyed a handful of villages. In the majority of instances, his site descriptions 
consist of a discussion of the topography, nature of the current inhabitants, and a list of 
the ancient remains found or known to have existed based on interviewing locals. 
Photographs were taken, but remain unpublished. 
 What follows below is a site-by-site table of Chammas’ work based on region and 
organized alphabetically (Table 3.1) and an appendix with narrative descriptions of the 
sites and associated finds (Appendix 1). Because his survey results are either published 
within his daily excavation notes or in a separate publication focusing on the Amanus 
Mountain survey, individual site descriptions are scattered throughout both publications. 
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Determining site locations for Figure 3.11 was difficult in the absence of legible, 
published maps, but with the aid of satellite imagery, topographic maps of 1:25k, 1:100k, 
and 1:200k scales acquired by the Mopsos Survey, Chammas’ descriptions and 
measurements, and field notes from the Mopsos Survey, it was possible to recreate his 
routes and most of the site locations. The Hatay Province of Turkey was and continues to 
be a polyglot region and as such, place names change over time, especially under the 
French Mandate when Arabic, French, and Turkish, among others, were spoken 
throughout the area. When possible, sites were located based on a combination of 
toponym, physical location, description, and published distances from known places. All 
sites were digitized in a GIS. In instances where sites were located using only one class 
of evidence, a question mark has been placed after the site name (Fig. 3.11).  
Chammas identified and described 43 archaeological sites while investigating the 
Amanus Mountains and the Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus Plains. The level of technical 
description and locational information in most cases prevents comparisons to sites 
studied by subsequent surveys. His work, however, especially in inaccessible areas in the 
Amanus range, represents the only data source currently available (cf. Alkim 1969). 
Furthermore, Chammas’ work and timely publications made the Alexandreia Plain a 
viable study area by revealing its rich archaeological history and helping debunk 
İskenderun’s infamous reputation first characterized by John-Baptiste Tavernier as a city 
“consisting of a heap of paltry houses where summer visitors who do not die from fever 
cannot avoid dangerous distempers (Tavernier 1678: 55).” 
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Table 3.1: List of sites investigated by Paul Chammas and associated archaeological material. 
Site No Site Name Location Architecture Ceramics Infrastructure Burial Industry Mosaic Inscription 
PC1 Ahmadlie Rhosus Plain        
PC2 Ain Haramie Rhosus Plain        
PC3 Akbar Rhosus Plain        
PC4 Al Houb Rhosus Plain        
PC5 Arab Guadik Rhosus Plain        
PC6 Anonymous Akbar hill Rhosus Plain        
PC7 
Anonymous 
city between 
Guljihan and 
Akbar 
Rhosus Plain        
PC8 Arsuz Rhosus Plain        
PC9 Alkilsi? Rhosus Plain        
PC10 Bekeuey Rhosus Plain        
PC11 Guawl Rhosus Plain        
PC12 Guljihan Rhosus Plain        
PC13 Kazan Kaya Rhosus Plain        
PC14 Khaima Sakiss Rhosus Plain        
PC15 Tell el-Abed Rhosus Plain        
PC16 Akchay Alexandreia Plain        
PC17 Alexandretta Alexandreia Plain        
PC18 Alexandreia Scabiosa Alexandreia Plain        
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Site No Site Name Location Architecture Ceramics Infrastructure Burial Industry Mosaic Inscription 
PC19 Anonymous Site Alexandreia Plain        
PC20 Arab Darassi Alexandreia Plain        
PC21 Alexandreia Kata-Isson Issus Plain        
PC22 Issus Issus Plain        
PC23 Achemechak Amanus Mountains        
PC24 Atik Amanus Mountains        
PC25 Baktachli Amanus Mountains        
PC26 Beylan Amanus Mountains        
PC27 Dada Tchinar Amanus Mountains        
PC28 Fink Amanus Mountains        
PC29 Gumucholouk Amanus Mountains        
PC30 Jinlanli Baneci Amanus Mountains        
PC31 Kermesi Tarla Amanus Mountains        
PC32 Kezelija-Olouk Amanus Mountains        
PC33 Koja Bagtcha Amanus Mountains        
PC34 Kotcha-Boghaz Amanus Mountains        
PC35 Kourjoulouk Amanus Mountains        
PC36 Kumur-Tchoukour Amanus Mountains        
PC37 Kurdbagh Amanus Mountains        
 
 
 88 
Site No Site Name Location Architecture Ceramics Infrastructure Burial Industry Mosaic Inscription 
PC38 Nichanli-Kaya Amanus Mountains        
PC39 Pagras Amanus Mountains        
PC40 Saket-Moyen Amanus Mountains        
PC41 Saylak Amanus Mountains        
PC42 Soghanlik Amanus Mountains        
PC43 Soutché-Kaghé Amanus Mountains        
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3.3.2.2 Neilson Expedition 
In Winter 1936–1937 John Garstang, having taken a hiatus from his work in 
Palestine, directed a mound survey in the Tarsus Plain and the western side of the 
Anazarbus Plain (Fig. 3.12). The survey, soundings, and subsequent full-scale 
excavations at Mersin were the primary activities of the so-called Neilson Expedition, a 
project named after its primary benefactor Mr. Francis Neilson (Seton-Williams 1988: 
99). The project staff included Mrs. Garstang, Veronica Seton-Williams, John Waechter, 
and Alison Dun (Garstang 1937; Seton-Williams 1954, 1988). The goal of the project 
was to identify the “more ancient sites” of the Cilician Plain and undertake soundings at 
selected locales to identify a suitable site for a multi-year excavation (Garstang 1937, 
1938). Garstang offers no site-by-site catalog, but does note that “a hundred mounds” 
could be counted within their study area and that a large number, especially those along 
the coast, were, “thickly overlaid with more extensive Graeco-Roman deposits” 
(Garstang 1937: 54). Garstang was clearly interested in Hittite settlement within the plain 
and notes that many of the Hittite sites identified were occupied for hundreds of years 
longer than contemporary sites in the interior, but the majority appears to have been 
abandoned after the Achaemenid conquest. Following such widespread abandonment in 
the Cilician Plain, there was an intense revival of settlement during Greco-Roman times 
(Garstang 1937: 55). 
 In Garstang’s preliminary reports of the Neilson Expedition and targeted 
soundings (1937, 1938), he identified 11 sites of interest and notes in passing that five,  
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Figure 3.12: A map depicting the sites surveyed by the Neilson Expedition in Winter 
1936–1937. 
 
Hajilar, Yarim, Tilan, Merjin Hüyük, and Sirkeli, have either Hellenistic or Roman levels 
(Fig. 3.12). The remaining sections of his reports are devoted to presenting the results of 
soundings undertaken at Chaüshli Hüyük, Sirkeli, Kazanli, and Mersin. Garstang’s 
research focus was clearly on pre-Classical sites and his work and subsequent 
publications concern only pre-Classical remains. Following the exploratory 1936–1937 
season, Garstang spent subsequent seasons excavating at Mersin (Garstang 1953). 
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3.3.2.3 Seton-Williams Survey 
 Fourteen years after her time with the Neilson Expedition, Veronica Seton-
Williams directed a survey of Cilicia Pedias in June and July of 1951 after being 
appointed Annual Student for the British Institute of Archaeology in Ankara (Seton-
Williams 1954, 1988: 104–109). Her primary objective was to examine and record pre-
Classical sites in the region. Cilicia Pedias was divided into two regions, the coastal strip 
from İskenderun south to Rhosus and the Çukur Ova and Aleian Plain, which correspond 
to the Rhosus and Alexandreia plains and the Anazarbus and Tarsus plains respectively. 
The focus of the study was primarily the identification and subsequent dating of 
occupation mounds by means of traversing the landscape and collecting surface pottery 
from identified sites. Seton-Williams admits that the presence of personal gardens made 
it nearly impossible to identify sites other than those occupying large mounds (Seton-
Williams 1954: 127). She also used the linear alignment of occupation mounds to identify 
ancient road systems and the coastline. Such a survey strategy, one focusing on 
identifying and establishing the chronology of pre-Classical occupying mounds in a 
defined region, was standard practice in the Near East. The practice was widely adopted 
by the first generation of archaeologists working in Cilicia Pedias. Furthermore, Robert 
Braidwood, the founder of the so-called “mound survey” technique, surveyed the Amuq 
Plain, a large coastal plain immediately east of the Amanus range, that focused on pre-
Classical sites and sought to inventory and date all mounds in the plain and tributary river 
valleys (Braidwood 1937, more recently see also Yener 2006). In Autumn 1951 and from 
April to November 1952, James Mellaart adopted the technique in his survey of pre-
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Classical sites in Rough Cilicia (Mellaart 1954). Therefore, the areas surrounding Cilicia 
Pedias to the west, northwest, and east were surveyed using the mound survey technique, 
but unlike Mellaart, Seton-Williams recorded all sites encountered, irrespective of their 
chronology. 
 Seton-Williams states that mounds were ubiquitous in the plain, but they were 
often difficult to reach because of impassable swamps and large irrigation ditches. 
Nevertheless, she identified and recorded 162 sites in Cilicia Pedias (Fig. 3.13). Of these, 
142 had either Hellenistic or Early Roman levels (Appendix 1). The basis for dating 
Hellenistic and Early Roman sites was the ceramic chronology developed by Goldman 
from her excavations at Tarsus (Goldman 1950; Jones 1950). Those sites that produced 
Hellenistic Painted Ware, Hellenistic Black Glaze, Hellenistic Mold-Made bowls, and 
Eastern Sigillata A (identified as Roman Red Glazed) or were identified as Hellenistic in 
Seton-Williams’ site catalog, were characterized for present purposes as having 
Hellenistic and/or Early Roman components. Since subsequent ceramic studies have 
shown that Eastern Sigillata A has individual forms that date to Late Hellenistic and 
Early Roman periods, a fact very much in doubt in the middle of the twentieth century, it 
is not possible to determine the exact number of Seton-Williams sites dating specifically 
to the Hellenistic and Early Roman periods. Seton-Williams provides general ceramic 
readings for 92 of the 142 Hellenistic and Roman sites. Since the chronology for 
Hellenistic Black Glaze has remained relatively unchanged, it is possible to conclude that 
of the 92 Hellenistic and Roman sites listed in Seton-Williams’ “Distribution of  
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Hellenistic and Roman Wares” table, 50 date to the Early Hellenistic period, of which 34 
(68%) are new foundations, meaning that the survey recovered no pottery forms that 
immediately antedate the Hellenistic period (Seton-Williams 1954: 139–140). 
Based on the number of Hellenistic and Early Roman sites compared to earlier 
periods, Seton-Williams argues that Cilicia Pedias experienced a great increase in 
population after 330 BCE and that most of the newly founded settlements were 
farmsteads (Seton-Williams 1954: 145). The increase in settlement extended to parts of 
the plain that were not previously occupied, such as the coastal strip and the Alexandreia 
and Rhosus Plains. An analysis of the ceramic data shows that the increase in settlement 
likely occurred initially in the Early Hellenistic period (332–200 BCE) and continued to 
appear into the Late Hellenistic and Early Roman periods. It is important, however, to 
stress two points. First, the survey adopted methods standard for the period that promoted 
the study of mounds over other site types typically identified through intensive survey 
methods. Second, as noted in Chapter 2, it was not until the publication of Hayes (1985) 
and the Tel Anafa excavations in the late 1990s that a coherent and chronologically 
accurate typology of Eastern Sigillata A, what Seton-Williams and other early and mid-
twentieth century archaeologists referred to as Roman Red Glaze, was developed. Since 
certain forms that Seton-Williams characterized as Roman Red Glaze date to the Late 
Hellenistic period, it is impossible to refine settlement chronology dating to the Middle 
Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, and Early Roman periods. 
 Table 3.2 notes all Hellenistic and Early Roman sites surveyed and described by 
Seton-Williams (see also Appendix 1). The accompanying map (Fig. 3.13) situates all 
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sites, those with a Hellenistic and Early Roman component (blue) and those without a 
Hellenistic and Roman component (brown), within Cilicia Pedias. The sites were located 
based on a selection of criteria: their location on Seton-Williams’ regional map (1954: 
Fig. 1), measurements presented in Seton-Williams’ catalog, a comparison of modern 
toponyms, and the ground-truthing efforts of the Mopsos Survey. Inconsistencies were 
discovered when comparing Seton-Williams’ maps, catalogs, and pottery charts. 
Therefore, every site was located and digitized in a GIS based on at least two of the 
aforementioned criteria. 
Seton-Williams concludes her summation of the Cilician survey in her 
autobiography with, “we collected sherds in bags … we photographed, we measured, we 
drew, we enquired after inscriptions and stones with drawings on them. We visited the 
village headman, we drank endless cups of sweet Turkish coffee and bottles and bottles 
of Turkish gazoz, a colourless sweet fizzy lemonade which failed to quench our thirst” 
(Seton-Williams 1988: 106–107).  Although Seton-Williams does not look back at her 
time in Cilicia favorably, which is evident in her musing regarding Cilicia’s insects, 
snakes, spiders, unbearable weather, thieves, swamps, abhorrent food and drink, and 
isolation, her survey serves as a model and invaluable reference for all subsequent work 
in the region. 
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Table 3.2: List of sites investigated by Veronica Seton-Williams and associated archaeological material. See also Appendix 1 
for a site catalog. 
 
Site 
No Site Name Location Architecture Ceramics Infrastructure Burial Industry Mosaic 
SW1 Arsuz Rhosus Plain       
SW2 Çokmeydan Rhosus Plain       
SW3 Höyuk Köy Rhosus Plain       
SW4 Seyithidirmer-kadi 
Rhosus 
Plain       
SW5 Ada Tepe I Alexandreia Plain       
SW6 Karaağaç Alexandreia Plain       
SW7 
Güze 
Han/Epipha-
neia 
Issus Plain       
SW8 Kinet Hüyük Issus Plain       
SW9 Payas Issus Plain       
SW10 Ada Tepe II Anazarbus Plain       
SW11 Ala Punar Anazarbus Plain       
SW12 Anberinharki Anazarbus Plain       
SW13 Ayas I Anazarbus Plain       
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Site 
No 
 
Site Name 
 
Location 
 
Architecture 
 
Ceramics 
 
Infrastructure 
 
Burial 
 
Industry 
 
Mosaic 
SW14 Boz Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW15 Cebra Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW16 Ceyhan II Anazarbus Plain       
SW17 Ceyhan III Anazarbus Plain       
SW18 Çatal Hüyük I Anazarbus Plain       
SW19 Çatal Hüyük II Anazarbus Plain       
SW20 Çukur Körprü Anazarbus Plain       
SW21 Domuz Tepe Anazarbus Plain       
SW22 Eşkiler Anazarbus Plain       
SW23 Fenni Kreç Hüyügü 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW24 Geçemey Hüyük 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW25 Hacilari Bruan Çiftlik 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW26 Hamzali Buran Çiftlik 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
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Site 
No 
 
Site Name 
 
Location 
 
Architecture 
 
Ceramics 
 
Infrastructure 
 
Burial 
 
Industry 
 
Mosaic 
SW27 Hesigin Tepe Anazarbus Plain  
 
     
SW28 Imam Oğlu Anazarbus Plain       
SW29 Islamkadi Çiftlik 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW30 Islamoğlu Anazarbus Plain       
SW31 Karatepe Anazarbus Plain       
SW32 Karpusi Hüyügü 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW33 Kizil Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW34 Koça Köy Anazarbus Plain       
SW35 Küçük Çiftlik Anazarbus Plain       
SW36 Küçük Mankit Anazarbus Plain       
SW37 Kürt Osman Çiftlik 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW38 Mahmut Efendi Anazarbus Plain       
SW39 Mercin Anazarbus Plain       
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Site 
No 
 
Site Name 
 
Location 
 
Architecture 
 
Ceramics 
 
Infrastructure 
 
Burial 
 
Industry 
 
Mosaic 
SW40 Minareli Hüyük 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW41 Molla Ahmet Anazarbus Plain       
SW42 Mustafa Alinin Hüyügü 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW43 Pascu Hüyügü Anazarbus Plain       
SW44 Pekmezli Hüyügü II 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW45 Seliman Hüyügü 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW46 Sirkeli Anazarbus Plain       
SW47 Sis Anazarbus Plain       
SW48 Soyali Hüyügü Anazarbus Plain       
SW49 Sultan Tepe Anazarbus Plain       
SW50 Tahta Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW51 Taşli Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW52 Tatarli Hüyügü Anazarbus Plain       
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Site 
No 
 
Site Name 
 
Location 
 
Architecture 
 
Ceramics 
 
Infrastructure 
 
Burial 
 
Industry 
 
Mosaic 
SW53 Tepesidelik Anazarbus Plain       
SW54 Tilan Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW55 Vesli Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW56 Yarim Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW57 Yeniköy II Anazarbus Plain       
SW58 Yilan Kilse Anazarbus Plain       
SW59 Yolasan Hüyük Anazarbus Plain       
SW60 Yumurtalık Hüyük 
Anazarbus 
Plain       
SW61 Adana Tepebağ Tarsus Plain       
SW62 Akbeyli Çiftlik Tarsus Plain       
SW63 Alicizin Çiftlik Tarsus Plain       
SW64 Alyahanun Tarsus Plain       
SW65 Bebeli Tarsus Plain       
SW66 Camili Tarsus Plain       
SW67 Çagnar Tarsus Plain       
SW68 Çanakci Çiftlik I Tarsus Plain       
SW69 Çaputcu Hüyük Tarsus Plain       
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Site 
No 
 
Site Name 
 
Location 
 
Architecture 
 
Ceramics 
 
Infrastructure 
 
Burial 
 
Industry 
 
Mosaic 
SW70 Dervişli Tarsus Plain       
SW71 Dikili Hüyük Tarsus Plain       
SW72 Domuz Hüyük Tarsus Plain       
SW73 Domuz I Tarsus Plain       
SW74 Domuz II Tarsus Plain       
SW75 Domuz III Tarsus Plain       
SW76 Furlar Tarsus Plain       
SW77 Gavur Köy Tarsus Plain       
SW78 Haci Hassan I Tarsus Plain       
SW79 Haci Hassan II Tarsus Plain       
SW80 Incirlik Tarsus Plain       
SW81 Kabarsa Tarsus Plain       
SW82 Karaduvar I Tarsus Plain       
SW83 Karaduvar II Tarsus Plain       
SW84 Karataş Tarsus Plain       
SW85 Kesik Tarsus Plain       
SW86 Kötüköy Çiftlik Tarsus Plain       
SW87 Kürkçüler Tarsus Plain       
SW88 Mersin Tarsus Plain       
SW89 Mihmander Hüyügü Tarsus Plain       
SW90 Misis Tarsus Plain       
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Site 
No 
 
Site Name 
 
Location 
 
Architecture 
 
Ceramics 
 
Infrastructure 
 
Burial 
 
Industry 
 
Mosaic 
SW91 Mursel Tarsus Plain       
SW92 Nerğis Tarsus Plain       
SW93 Orta Tepe Tarsus Plain       
SW94 Paşa Hüyügü I Tarsus Plain       
SW95 Paşa Hüyügü II Tarsus Plain       
SW96 Pekmezli Hüyügü I Tarsus Plain       
SW97 Soli Pompeiopolis Tarsus Plain       
SW98 Tarsus Tarsus Plain       
SW99 Tenevardi I Tarsus Plain       
SW100 Tenevardi II Tarsus Plain       
SW101 Terkosan Hüyügü Tarsus Plain       
SW102 Terliksiz Tarsus Plain       
SW103 Tirmil Tepe Tarsus Plain       
SW104 Yenice Hüyük Tarsus Plain       
SW105 Yenice  Tarsus Plain       
SW106 Yeniköy III Tarsus Plain       
SW107 Yolgeçen Hüyük Tarsus Plain       
SW108 Zeytinli Tarsus Plain       
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3.3.2.4 Yumurtalık Survey 
From August 8 to August 21, 1991, the department of Archaeology and History of 
Art at Bilkent University undertook a pedestrian survey of the Cilician coast between the 
modern cities of Yumurtalık and İskenderun. The project was directed by İlknur Özgen 
and Marie-Henriette Gates, both of Bilkent University, and was designed to address the 
following objectives: to investigate an area of Cilicia Pedias not preliminarily surveyed 
by Seton-Williams, to examine settlement patterns in relation to geomorphologically 
distinct areas, and to record an area actively threatened by industrial development (Özgen 
and Gates 1993; Steadman 1994). The survey area was divided into three geographic 
areas: the southwestern corner of the Anazarbus Plain between Misis Dağ and Cebelinur 
and the anonymous ridge separating the Anazarbus and Issus Plains, the central coastal 
strip in the Issus Plain south of the anonymous ridge, and the northern half of the Issus 
Plain (Fig. 3.14). 
 The surveying strategy adopted by the Yumurtalık Survey was systematic, 
although particular attention was paid to mounds, and consisted of two methods 
depending on topographic considerations (Steadman 1994). First, occupation mounds 
were divided and surveyed in separate collection units: the north, south, east, and west 
slopes and the summit. Second, for open areas, collection units were established and 
surveyed in transects set between 10 and 20 m apart depending on ground visibility. It 
remains unclear, however, how open areas were selected for survey. For both surveying 
methods, all diagnostic sherds, rims, handles, bases, toes, and distinctive fabrics and  
104 
 
 
 
 
Fi
gu
re
 3
.1
4:
 A
 m
ap
 o
f 
th
e 
Y
um
ur
ta
lı
k 
S
ur
ve
y 
bo
un
da
ri
es
 a
nd
 si
te
s e
xa
m
in
ed
. 
 
105 
 
decoration, were collected and recorded based on collection unit and then site number. In 
all, the project collected 100 bags of pottery and identified 25 sites over the course of the 
two-week field season. All collected material was cleaned and is currently stored at 
Bilkent University in the department of Archaeology and History of Art storage facility. 
 The Yumurtalık Survey succeeded in preliminarily surveying the coastal region 
between modern Yumurtalık and Dörtyol and documenting several sites threatened by 
modern development, two of the project’s primary objectives. Regarding settlement in 
the region, Özgen and Gates argue that the area experienced an abrupt expansion of 
population beginning in the Iron Age and continuing through the Classical periods and 
into the Medieval era (Özgen and Gates 1991: 393). Their conclusions are based on the 
identification of a network of large urban sites along the coast and the presence of 
imported pottery and run contrary to Seton-Williams overarching conclusions that 
advocate the Bronze Age and Hellenistic eras as periods of settlement expansion in 
Cilicia Pedias (Seton-Williams 1954). The survey also fostered continued study of the 
region, as the Yumurtalık Survey served as the impetus for Steadman’s study of 
prehistoric settlement in the Issus Plain (Steadman 1994) and Tobin’s extensive study of 
Küçük Burnaz (Tobin 2004), one of the more prominent sites identified and surveyed by 
the project. Since the author had the opportunity to study the collected pottery, a full site 
catalog of the Yumurtalık sites will be presented in Chapter 4 (see also Appendix 2). 
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3.3.2.5 Küçük Burnaz Survey 
 Over the course of a two-week period in Summer 1994, Jennifer Tobin directed 
an intensive pedestrian survey of Küçük Burnaz (Fig. 3.14, Site 11), a site with standing 
ancient architecture initially surveyed by the Yumurtalık Survey three years earlier 
(Tobin 1996, 2004). With the encouragement of Özgen and Gates, Tobin undertook a 
survey that adopted both intensive and extensive methods to record an invaluable site 
actively being damaged by sand quarrying. The intensive approach required that field 
walkers be spaced 5 m apart and walk across the site and collect all diagnostic pottery 
(Tobin 2004: 21–23). Extensive methods included the collection of all visible artifacts in 
recently bulldozed areas within the site boundaries. Following the 1994 pedestrian 
survey, a field team mapped all visible structures in 1995. 
The 1994 pedestrian survey produced over 3500 potsherds, six lamp fragments, 
225 glass fragments, and two coins, while comprehensive mapping efforts in 1995 
documented a city oriented along an orthogonal grid with 18 visible buildings. By 
bringing together an historical study of the Issus Plain, personal observations from 
various site visits between 1996 and 2000, an analysis of pottery from the site collected 
by the Yumurtalık Survey, and the results from her 1994 survey, Tobin reconstructed the 
settlement history of Küçük Burnaz. She argues that despite the presence of a second-
century BCE coin, the initial foundation of the city dates to the middle of the first-century 
BCE based on the collected Eastern Sigillata A assemblage, which she dates to the late 
first century BCE to the middle of the first century CE (Tobin 2004: 58–65). With a 
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middle to late first-century BCE foundation date, Tobin interprets Küçük Burnaz as a 
product of Pompey’s reorganization of Cilicia in the middle to late 60s BCE.   
 
3.3.2.6 Sirkeli Höyük Survey 
In October 1994 Barthel Hrouda directed an archaeological survey in the environs 
of Sirkeli Höyük, a site first investigated by Garstang and the Neilson Expedition in 1936 
(Garstang 1937: 64–66, 1938: 20–23) (Fig. 3.15, Appendix 1). All sites depicted in 
Figure 3.13 were located using GPS coordinates published in the survey report (Hrouda 
1998). Hrouda, like Garstang and Seton-Williams, was most interested in Hittite 
settlement within the Cilician Plain and excavated at Sirkeli Höyük between 1992 and 
1996 (Hrouda 1997a, 1997b). The survey was designed to supplement the excavations by 
providing a regional assessment of settlement (Hrouda 1998). The field team identified 
27 archaeological sites and when possible, compared individual site assemblages with 
those collected by Seton-Williams (1954) and Özgen and Gates (1991). All sites were 
dated by ceramic evidence, though the ceramic categories employed, especially the 
Classical period designations, were broad. Of the 20 sites dated to the “classical” periods, 
there is no specific mention of Hellenistic period remains. One would assume that the 
sites identified during the survey would have a stronger Hellenistic presence for several 
reasons. First, excavations have demonstrated that Sirkeli Höyük was occupied from the 
Chalcolithic through Hellenistic period (Ahrens, Kozal, and Novák 2010) and Garstang 
notes “abundant Hellenistic traces” at the site (Garstang 1937: 55). Second, Garstang 
notes a significant increase in settlement in this region during “Graeco-Roman” times 
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Table 3.3: List of sites investigated by the Sirkeli Höyük Survey.  
Site No Site Name Location Chronology Ceramics 
SHS1  Anazarbus Plain 
Iron Age?, 
Roman-early 
Islamic 
 
SHS2  Anazarbus Plain 
1st millennium 
BC  
SHS3  Anazarbus Plain 
Iron Age, 
Roman  
SHS4 Haç Höyük Anazarbus Plain Iron Age-Roman  
SHS5 Hamzalı Anazarbus Plain Roman  
SHS6 Hacılar Höyük Anazarbus Plain Roman-Islamic  
SHS7 Kameroğlu Höyük Anazarbus Plain 
Iron Age-
Roman  
SHS8 Taş Höyük Anazarbus Plain Roman  
SHS9  Anazarbus Plain Roman  
SHS10  Anazarbus Plain Roman  
SHS11 Sivri Tepe Anazarbus Plain Roman, early Islamic  
SHS12 Ekenler Çif Anazarbus Plain Roman, early Islamic  
SHS13 Tülek Höyük Anazarbus Plain Roman, Islamic  
SHS14 Atatepe Anazarbus Plain Roman, Islamic  
SHS15  Anazarbus Plain Roman  
SHS16  Anazarbus Plain Roman, Islamic  
SHS17 Höyük Anazarbus Plain Roman  
SHS18 Körkçüler Höyük Tarsus Plain 
2nd millennium 
BCE, Roman  
SHS19 Incirlik Höyük Tarsus Plain Roman  
SHS20  Tarsus Plain Roman  
SHS21 Friedhof Tarsus Plain Roman, early Islamic  
 
(Garstang 1937: 55).  Finally, the surveys of Seton-Williams and Özgen and Gates have 
documented many Hellenistic sites in the region. Therefore, when Hrouda classifies a 
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ceramic assemblage as “römisch” or “Eisenzeit–römisch,” one must consider that some, 
if not most, of these 21 sites had Hellenistic components.  
 
3.3.2.7 İskenderun Bay Underwater Survey 
In Summer 2000 Ayşe Atauz conducted an underwater reconnaissance survey in 
the Bay of İskenderun using sonar and visual ground truthing (Atauz 2001; Gates 2002: 
57–58) (Fig. 3.16). It was thought that an area with a major trade route and numerous 
natural harbors would yield maritime sites. The survey consisted of two survey units that 
were oriented parallel to the coast (Fig. 3.16). The first unit measured 6 × 0.25 km and 
was situated immediately adjacent to the site of Kinet Höyük. The second, measuring 8 × 
0.30 km, was placed at the interface of the Alexandreia and Rhosus Plains where local 
divers reported artifacts on the sea floor. Divers failed to locate any sites, but sonar 
results identified anomalies that could represent shipwreck sites (Atauz 2001: 18). Atauz 
argues that poor visibility and aggressive progradation greatly hindered the survey, 
meaning that future prospects for continued underwater survey in the bay remain grim.  
 
3.3.2.8 Mopsos Survey 
The Mopsos Survey began in 2004 under the direction of Ann E. Killebrew of the 
Pennsylvania State University, Gunnar Lehmann of Ben Gurion University, and Marie-
Henriette Gates of Bilkent University and was the first modern, systematic pedestrian 
survey of northern and eastern Cilicia Pedias (Killebrew 2011; Killebrew and Lehmann 
2010; Killebrew, Lehmann, and Gates 2009; Lehmann, Killebrew, and Gates 2008;  
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Figure 3.16: A map depicting the locations of Atauz’s underwater survey units. 
 
Lehmann et al. 2006; d’Alfonso and Killebrew 2011; Olson and Killebrew 2011).  The 
goals of the survey were to inventory archaeological sites in an area experiencing rapid 
urban and commercial development and to examine northern and eastern Cilicia Pedias as 
an interface of cultural exchange between the greater Mediterranean world and the 
Levant during the Bronze and Iron Ages (Lehmann et al. 2006). 
The project employed extensive and limited intensive survey methods in order to 
identify and map archaeological sites and features across a survey area encompassing 
1,104 sq km. Because of safety issues, the geopolitical situation, and modern 
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development, however, approximately one third of the survey universe remains 
unsurveyed. The extensive methods adopted by the Mopsos Survey included the 
identification of sites on the basis of outside information or casual discovery. Early 
traveler accounts, site descriptions from earlier archaeological campaigns (Chammas 
1931; Seton-Williams 1954; Özgen and Gates 1991), and local informants proved an 
invaluable source for locating larger, more prominent archaeological sites in the 
landscape. Moreover, on occasion, sites were discovered by chance when traveling from 
one area to another. In instances where the descriptions offered by early travelers, 
previous archaeologists, and local informants made ground-truthing possible, teams 
entered the field to identify, record, and collect a representative sample of material from 
each site.  
Limited intensive survey methods were as follows. Intensive collection units were 
selected in one of two ways. First, at the beginning of each season agricultural fields 
suitable for pedestrian survey were identified using high-resolution satellite imagery. 
Fields without noticeable modern disturbances such as field terracing, development, the 
presence of landfills, or other identifiable features capable of adversely affecting 
visibility and artifact distribution were deemed suitable for pedestrian survey. Second, 
when extensive methods revealed the presence of an archaeological site, collection units 
were often established and surveyed in its vicinity (Fig. 3.17). The size and shape of the 
collection units were typically based on modern features (field boundaries, road systems, 
property boundaries, etc.). Surveyors spaced 10–30 m apart, depending on visibility, 
walked transects through collection units recording all features and collecting all 
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Figure 3.17: A map depicting the locations of the Mopsos Survey collection units. 
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diagnostic artifacts, which for ceramics consisted mostly of rims, handles, bases, 
amphora toes, and body sherds with distinctive fabrics and decorations. Areas with high 
artifact densities were identified as sites and assigned unique site numbers. For each 
identified site, team members walked transects across the area collecting material culture, 
while a supervisor identified its spatial extent by mapping site boundaries with a hand-
held GPS unit. Once the field team surveyed the site and completed the requisite forms, 
survey continued within the collection unit. All spatial data and chronological 
information for each site and collection unit were recorded on paper forms, in a Microsoft 
Access database, and in a GIS.  
Over six field seasons, the project intensively surveyed 24.15 sq km (a roughly 
3% sample of the approximately 736 sq km of surveyable area); walked 228 collection 
units; and identified, recorded, and collected a representative sample of material culture 
from 194 archaeological sites (Figs. 3.18A and 3.18B). Based on a preliminary analysis 
of the collected ceramics, the directors argue that most sites identified in the İskenderun 
and Rhosus plains date from the Hellenistic to early Byzantine periods (ca. fourth century 
BCE–sixth century CE), though several important Late Bronze Age and Iron Age sites 
were also discovered (Killebrew, Lehmann, and Gates 2009; Killebrew and Lehmann 
2010; Killebrew 2011). Killebrew, Lehmann, and Gates’ preliminary characterization of 
settlement, therefore, appear to support general observations made by Seton-Williams 
some 60 years earlier. Because the author had the opportunity to study the collected 
pottery, a full site catalog of Mopsos sites is presented in Chapter 4 (see also Appendix 
2). 
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3.3.3 Thematic Works 
In the early 1960s, Herbert Hunger established the Komission für die Tabula 
Imperii Byzantini with the expressed goal of bridging an intellectual gap in studies of 
geography, demography, and settlement history during the Byzantine Period in the 
eastern Mediterranean. Since its inception, the project has published 21 geographically 
defined works (13 volumes of the Tabula Imperii Byzantini [TIBs] and eight supplements 
referred to as the Veröffentlichungen der Kommission für die Tabula Imperii Byzantini 
[VTIBs]) focusing mainly on Greece and Asia Minor. Although there are variations 
across works, each volume presents an introduction outlining the history, geography, and 
climate of the region under study and a gazetteer of archaeological sites that offers place 
names, locational descriptions, history, and a systematic description of Byzantine-period 
remains. Hild and Hellenkemper published one volume (TIB 5) and a preceding 
supplement (VTIB 4) for Cilicia and Isauria, the region west of Cilicia and south of 
Lyconia on the southern coast of Turkey (Hellenkemper and Hild 1986; Hild and 
Hellenkemper 1990). The works bring together ancient textual references, epigraphic 
evidence, early traveler accounts (Heberdey and Wilhelm 1896; Janke 1904), nineteenth- 
and early twentieth-century field work, and, in many cases, their personal observations 
while visiting nearly 50% of the sites in their study area. Hild and Hellenkemper are 
primarily concerned with sites and monuments postdating the fourth century CE, indeed 
their detailed settlement map of Cilicia only concerns those locales with Byzantine 
components, and they adopt an historical geographic approach to Cilicia Pedias more 
akin to early travelers’ accounts than to archaeologically based investigation. Nonetheless 
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their descriptions offer valuable information on the current state of known archaeological 
sites in the region.  
 
3.4 Conclusions 
The five plains comprising Cilicia Pedias afford an abundance of natural 
resources, and their location within the eastern Mediterranean made the region valuable 
to imperial powers throughout antiquity. Cilicia Pedias was brought under a hyper-urban 
imperial system for the first time under the Seleucid kings. The system required an 
extensive network of cities and productive hinterlands to support a complex fiscal policy. 
Such a system facilitated a complete settlement reorganization in the five fertile plains 
that transformed the landscape. The chronology of the transformation based on previous 
archaeological and historical research remains unclear. 
 The first generation of archaeologists began working in the region during the 
French Mandate period. Their efforts focused on identifying mounds, developing 
prehistoric ceramic typologies, and examining prehistoric settlement. Their research 
focus, that is mounds and the prehistoric periods, was continued by subsequent 
generations. What remains a constant, however, is that despite their preference for 
prehistoric remains, nearly all archaeologists working in the region noted large quantities 
of Graeco-Roman remains in excavation and survey. Their ubiquity was often viewed as 
a distraction and in some cases they were completely ignored (Gjerstad 1934; Mellaart 
1954). 
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 Very few large-scale and fully published excavations have taken place in Cilicia 
Pedias, but excavations at Gözlü Kule and Kinet Höyük, ancient cities founded before the 
Hellenistic period, have yielded discrete Hellenistic phases. In the Early Hellenistic 
period at Gözlü Kule (late fourth century BCE), the site saw the construction of a multi-
room mudbrick structure that supported bronze production. A royal mint that issued coins 
of Alexander the Great and the earliest Hellenistic kings is attested at the site.  The 
continued use and expansion of a major defensive oriented building campaign, most 
likely initiated in the Achaemenid period (Period 3B [450–350 BCE]), characterizes the 
late fourth and third centuries at Kinet. Goldman identified a complete reorganization of 
settlement at Gözlü Kule during the third and second centuries BCE. The reorganization 
consisted of the construction of the Middle Hellenistic Complex, a multi-room compound 
with a courtyard, cisterns, a mosaic, painted plaster, and a bathroom complex. The new 
architectural phase was constructed over the modest Early Hellenistic remains at a new 
orientation, an orientation that was maintained by all succeeding levels (Fig. 3.5). 
Furthermore, the royal mint closed and the most prevalent coin types found are those of 
Seleucus I (294–280 BCE), Antiochus I (280–261 BCE), Seleucus III (226–223 BCE), 
and Antiochus III (223–187 BCE), all of which were minted at Antioch.  The second 
century also marked a reorganization at Kinet as the aforementioned defensive network, 
as well as the majority of the Period 3B (Achaemenid) and 3A (323–200 BCE) remains 
uncovered at various locales across the site, were leveled and built over with architecture 
oriented along a north/south orthogonal layout. If the Eastern Sigillata A assemblage that 
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helps characterize this reorientation includes Northern Coastal Fine, it should be dated to 
the first half of the second century BCE. 
 At present the survey data do not add much supplemental information to the 
excavated data. There are a number of more localized surveys taking place in Cilicia 
Pedias, especially in the eastern Tarsus Plain and the Anazarbus Plains (See occasional 
reports published in the Anadolu Akdenizi Arkeoloji Haberleri/News of Archaeology from 
Anatolia’s Mediterranean Areas; the Araştırma Sonuçları Toplantısı; Sayar 2006, 2007, 
2008). Those discussed above represent projects that adopt a landscape approach and, 
most importantly, are fully published. Based on the results of these surveys, especially 
the Chammas, Garstang, Seton-Williams, and Mopsos Surveys, Cilicia Pedias 
experienced a significant expansion of settlement in the countryside during the 
Hellenistic period. Seton-Williams argues that the expansion took place in the Early 
Hellenistic period based on a reading of collected pottery. Her characterization of Eastern 
Sigillata A as Roman Red Glazed, a characterization acceptable at the time, prevents any 
seriation of the material into Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, or Early Roman 
periods.  
 At this point archaeological investigations in Cilicia Pedias have shown that the 
region was transformed in the Hellenistic period, but a refined chronology for such a 
transformation outside of Gözlü Kule and Kinet Höyük does not exist. Excavation 
demonstrates major architectural phases at two points at both Gözlü Kule (299–early 
second century and the middle of the second century) and Kinet Höyük (323–200 and the 
first half of the second century). Survey shows a general increase in Hellenistic 
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settlement, but all archaeological investigations undertaken thus far date sites using 
temporally broad ceramic typologies. The creation of an accurate and precise chronology 
for Hellenistic settlement, which would make significant progress towards understanding 
regional variation in the Hellenistic period, among many other things, is now possible 
using the coherent Hellenistic and Early Roman ceramic typologies discussed in Chapter 
2.  
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Chapter 4  
 
Data and Landscape Analysis 
 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 As noted in Chapter 2, archaeological surveys undertaken in the eastern 
Mediterranean tend to focus on macro scales, both spatially and temporally. Many 
projects have intensively and/or extensively surveyed large expanses of land and 
established chronological frameworks by categorizing all collected data into lengthy 
temporal units within established periodization schemes. The collected survey data are 
often coupled with other data sources, such as environmental studies, geomorphological 
assessments of the survey universe, the historical record, ethnographic comparison, etc., 
ultimately to produce a diachronic assessment of human interaction within a specific 
region. While the traditional approach has standardized survey methods and made 
significant contributions towards understanding and characterizing settlement and 
landscape change over time, the absence of narrow chronological control is limiting and 
makes it difficult to examine issues on human scales, such as episodic settlement change 
within an historical epoch.  This scenario has led many scholars of the Hellenistic east to 
ignore or discount survey as a valuable source of data for their studies. 
 Coherent ceramic typologies for the majority of eastern Mediterranean Hellenistic 
and Roman wares now exist (see Chapter 2), and for the first time since the utilization of 
modern pedestrian survey in the eastern Mediterranean in the 1970s, chronological 
control within Hellenistic and Roman periods is possible. Utilizing these ceramic 
typologies to create a more precise chronological scheme for survey material will 
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produce a dataset capable of identifying episodic change. Data collected by three 
pedestrian surveys of Cilicia Pedias will be used to undertake both a traditional multi-
period assessment of settlement as well as a more chronologically focused approach 
predicated on a narrower reading of the ceramic evidence. The results of both approaches 
are then assessed to understand settlement change in Cilicia Pedias and to highlight the 
analytical benefits and limitations of both approaches. The latter will also serve as a key 
component to an assessment of settlement dynamics in the Hellenistic countryside 
(Chapter 5). 
 
4.2 A Traditional Assessment of Settlement 
 Data from the Seton-Williams’ survey (Seton-Williams 1954, 1988) and the 
Mopsos Survey (Killebrew 2011; Killebrew and Lehmann 2010; Killebrew, Lehmann, 
and Gates 2009; Lehmann, Killebrew, and Gates 2008; Lehmann et al 2006) are analyzed 
in order to assess settlement within the Hellenistic, Early Roman, and Middle Roman 
eras. Unlike other surveys conducted in the region, Seton-Williams and the directors of 
the Mopsos Survey, though they employed different survey methods, sought to study 
Cilicia Pedias at a landscape level with particular emphasis on the pre-Classical periods. 
In doing so, both projects identified numerous sites and collected a sizeable corpus of 
ceramic data, which they used, to varying degrees, to determine site date and function. 
Their approaches to Hellenistic through Roman-period ceramics were similar and 
followed current practices in that they used contemporary ceramic typologies to assign 
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wares to specific historical epochs. Sites were then dated by the presence of pottery from 
individual eras and that chronology was used to discuss settlement change over time.   
 
4.2.1 Seton-Williams’ Survey 
 Seton-Williams identified and recorded 162 sites in her survey of Cilicia Pedias, 
146 of which have Hellenistic and Roman components (Fig. 3.13). She relied on the 
chronological sequence established by Goldman from the Tarsus excavations to date 
Hellenistic–Late Roman wares and based site chronology on standard periodization 
divisions (Hellenistic: late fourth century–middle of the first century BCE; Roman: 
middle of the first century BCE–late third century CE; Late Roman: late third century–
late seventh century CE). To explain the large increase of sites dating to the 
aforementioned periods, Seton-Williams states, “for the following [Achaemenid] period 
there is little material evidence. It is not until after 330 [BCE] that there appears to be a 
great increase in population though many of the settlements can only have been 
farmsteads. The area occupied extended to parts of the plain not previously inhabited 
including the coastal strip, and the plain fringing the Amanus” (Seton-Williams 1954: 
145). For Seton-Williams, the Hellenistic and Roman eras represent periods of 
unparalleled agricultural expansion. In parsing the data further, it is possible to add a 
level of chronological specificity to Seton-Williams’ conclusions. Regarding overall site 
numbers, Seton-Williams identified 94 Hellenistic sites, 123 Early Roman sites, and 53 
Late Roman sites (Tables. 4.1, 4.2). She characterized sites as Hellenistic based on the 
presence of “Hellenistic painted wares” and/or Hellenistic Mold-Made bowls. Given  
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Table 4.1: A chronological breakdown of site numbers organized by survey. 
 
 Hellenistic Sites Early Roman Sites Late Roman Sites 
Seton-Williams 94 123 53 
Mopsos 76 77 80 
 
Table 4.2: A chronological breakdown of site numbers and percentages of old and new 
foundations organized by survey. 
 
 
New 
Hellenistic 
Foundations 
Continuing 
Hellenistic 
Occupations 
New Early 
Roman 
Foundations 
Continuing 
Early 
Roman 
Occupations 
New Late 
Roman 
Foundations 
Continuing 
Late Roman 
Occupations 
Seton-
Williams  48 (51.1) 46 (48.9) 46 (37.4) 77 (62.6) 4 (7.5) 49 (92.5) 
Mopsos  58 (76.3) 18 (23.7) 19 (24.7) 58 (75.3) 14 (17.5) 66 (82.5) 
 
Seton-Williams’ reliance on the identified Hellenistic–Roman ceramic sequences from 
Tarsus (Seton-Williams 1954: 139), “Hellenistic painted wares” most likely refer to a  
well-represented decorated kitchen ware discovered in Hellenistic levels (Jones 1950: 
169, 179). The ubiquity of the two ceramic groups at several sites demonstrates that this 
period experienced the greatest level of expansion. The Hellenistic era saw the largest 
percentage of newly founded sites, that is sites without material immediately antedating 
the period, as more than half (51%) were new foundations. The Early Roman period, 
identified by the presence of Roman Red Glazed (Eastern Sigillata A), and the Late 
Roman period, identified by Late Roman Red Ware (African Red Slip, Cypriot Red Slip, 
Phocian Ware), in contrast, saw new foundations of 37.4% and 7.5% respectively. The 
initial growth in the Hellenistic period is sustained, and in fact expanded, in the Early 
Roman period, while there is a noticeable decline in the Late Roman era. 
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4.2.2 Mopsos Survey    
 The Mopsos Survey identified 194 sites, 121 of which date from the Early Bronze 
Age to Late Roman periods. Based on the project’s preliminary study of the ceramics, 91 
sites have Hellenistic, Early Roman, and/or Late Roman components. The Mopsos data 
also show unparalleled growth in the Hellenistic period: 76.3% of the sites with 
Hellenistic occupation represent new foundations (Tables 4.1, 4.2), a much larger 
percentage than Seton-Williams’ results. The growth is sustained in the Early Roman 
period and unlike Seton-Williams’ data, the number of Late Roman sites does not 
significantly decline. Mopsos’ annual AST reports note the prevalence of Hellenistic–Late 
Roman sites, but because the final analysis of the survey is ongoing, the project has yet to 
publish an interpretation of these broader settlement trends. 
 
4.2.3 A Comparison 
 In both surveys, the Hellenistic period saw the greatest increase in new site 
foundations and the Late Roman period experienced the least amount of growth. Upon 
closer examination, however, there are three noticeable discrepancies between the two 
datasets (Fig. 4.1). First, there is a proportional disparity between the number of 
continuously occupied and newly founded Hellenistic foundations. Of all Hellenistic sites 
identified by Seton-Williams, 51.1% are new foundations, while 48.9% are occupied in 
the previous period, while the Mopsos dataset includes 76.3% new foundations and 
23.7% that were previously inhabited. Second, and on a related note, the rate of change 
between the number of Hellenistic and Early Roman sites is also different. The Seton-
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Williams dataset saw a 30.8% increase in the number of Early Roman sites when 
compared to the previous period, while in contrast the Mopsos data show a 1.3% 
increase. One could argue that differing survey strategies (mound survey versus a 
combination of intensive and extensive methods) led to different results, but a more 
persuasive explanation concerns the ceramic typologies employed. Seton-Williams 
analyzed and published her findings during a transitional period in ceramic studies: the 
survey took place in 1951 and was published in 1954. As discussed in Chapter 2, Waagé 
first proposed that Eastern Sigillata A was a Hellenistic-period innovation and had Early 
Roman era forms in 1948 (Waagé 1948). Kenyon argued that because Eastern Sigillata A 
did not arrive at Samaria until the Early Roman period, it was strictly an Early Roman 
industry (see Chapter 2) (Kenyon 1957). We now know that Waagé was correct and 
Eastern Sigillata A developed around 150 BCE. Seton-Williams, however, adopted 
Kenyon’s Eastern Sigillata A typology and categorized all sites with Eastern Sigillata A 
as Early Roman, hence the significant increase in Early Roman sites and the 
comparatively small number of new Hellenistic foundations when compared to the 
Mopsos data. If reanalyzing Seton-Williams’ pottery based on current typologies were a 
possibility, one would expect to see more homogeneity between the two ceramic datasets. 
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Figure 4.1: A chronological breakdown of old and new foundations organized by plain 
and survey. 
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The third discrepancy concerns the apparent Late Roman decline reflected in the 
Seton-Williams dataset, which saw a 56.9% decline in overall site numbers when 
compared to the previous period. The number of Late Roman sites studied by the Mopsos  
Survey compared to the Early Roman period reflects a 3.9% increase. The difference is a 
result of two factors. First, as described above, Early Roman sites are overrepresented in 
Seton-Williams’ survey. Second, Seton-Williams was mostly interested in locating and 
studying occupation mounds, meaning that other site types are underrepresented in her 
study. The Mopsos Survey studied occupation mounds, but adopted intensive survey 
methods to identify other site types. In Cilicia Pedias, beginning in the Hellenistic period 
and certainly by the Early Roman and Late Roman eras, occupation mounds were no 
longer the primary focus of ancient settlement. Though in most cases they were still 
occupied, the intensification of agricultural production and foundations of cities along the 
coast led to expanded settlement in other areas (see below). Therefore, the perceived Late 
Roman decline reflected in Seton-Williams’ data is a product of survey methods and 
ceramic analysis.  
 
4.2.4 Conclusions 
 Despite apparent discrepancies, datasets from the two surveys allow us to identify 
a general pattern of settlement. The Hellenistic period represented a time of settlement 
expansion in Cilicia Pedias that is sustained in the two subsequent eras. Because both 
projects determined site chronology by adopting the standard ceramic typologies of their 
respective eras, it is difficult to identify the factors that may have fostered the expansion, 
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especially over the course of the Hellenistic era’s 300 years. It remains unclear whether 
the expansion was a result of geopolitical factors such as the active city-foundation 
initiatives of the early Seleucid monarchs or the renaissance that took place under 
Antiochus III; conditions such as the possibility of greater local autonomy afforded the 
region during periods of imperial discord; economic circumstances; or a combination of 
several factors. While these surveys and the subsequent study of their datasets have been 
able to identify settlement trends over the long term, a narrow chronological approach is 
needed to help explain settlement change within the Hellenistic and Roman periods. The 
datasets employed below to undertake a chronologically and regionally focused 
settlement analysis of Cilicia Pedias derive from the Yumurtalık and Mopsos Surveys 
(Fig. 4.2). 
 
4.3 A More Chronologically and Regionally Focused Approach 
The Yumurtalık Survey took place in 1991 and, using both intensive and 
extensive survey methods, succeeded in preliminarily analyzing specific areas along the 
coast between Yumurtalık and Dörtyol in the Anazarbus and Issus Plains (Fig. 3.14). The 
project identified and systematically collected representative ceramic assemblages from 
25 archaeological sites. The project results have been published in a preliminary report 
(Özgen and Gates 1993), which outlines the survey objectives and geomorphology and 
survey results. The following year, the Late Chalcolithic through Early Bronze periods 
were published (Steadman 1994). Data from the Hellenistic and Roman periods, 
however, remain unpublished outside of a topical treatment in the preliminary report.  
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Figure 4.2: The Hellenistic–Middle Roman sites identified and studied by the 
Yumurtalık and Mopsos Surveys that were analyzed for the current project. 
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The Mopsos Survey (2004–2009) also employed extensive and limited intensive 
methods to survey the Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus Plains. The project identified and 
collected ceramic assemblages from 194 archaeological sites (Figs. 3.18A, 3.18B). As 
noted above, the final analysis of the Mopsos data continues, though annual reports were  
published in the AST (Killebrew 2011; Killebrew and Lehmann 2010; Killebrew, 
Lehmann, and Gates 2009; Lehmann, Killebrew, and Gates 2008; Lehmann et al. 2006).  
The Yumurtalık and Mopsos Surveys were selected for analysis because they 
employed modern survey techniques to collect representative assemblages from all 
identified sites, and in Summer 2013 I was granted permission to study the Classical, 
Hellenistic, and Roman survey material from both projects. I analyzed all sherds from 
each site and categorized the diagnostic pieces according to the ceramic typologies 
outlined in Chapter 2 (see also Appendix 2). 
 
4.3.1 Limiting Factors 
It is important to acknowledge certain limitations prior to undertaking the 
following analysis of settlement. As noted in Chapter 2, the ceramic sequence from the 
Classical to Roman eras is now, thanks to continued study and recent developments, well 
understood. The primary exception in this sequence is the ceramics of the Early 
Hellenistic period, which are the least visible for the reasons outlined above. The 
implication for the present study of settlement dynamics is the possibility of 
underrepresentation. Therefore, settlement assessments of the Early Hellenistic period 
may be skewed in any synthesis. 
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There is an inherent assumption made that the Yumurtalık and Mopsos datasets 
are a robust sample capable of representing the spatial configuration of settlement in the 
Hellenistic, Early Roman, and Middle Roman periods. Yet procedural, geopolitical, and 
geomorphological factors adversely affect these data. On the procedural side, neither 
project adopted a wholly intensive survey approach based on random sampling. Many 
have argued that random sampling produces a representative sample of a given landscape 
(Ammerman 1981, 1995, 2013; Bintliff and Snodgrass 1985, 1988; Cherry 1982, 1983, 
1994; Plog, Plog, and Wait 1978). The adherence to a survey strategy based wholly on 
intensive methods, however, is not applicable to Cilicia Pedias given the abundance of 
early traveler’s accounts, previous survey work, and the generosity of local informants 
willing to take researchers to known sites in the region. Intensive methods are not capable 
of incorporating such data, given its predilection for quantitative methods in survey 
design, data collection, and data processing, which justifies the need by both projects to 
adopt intensive and extensive strategies. The geopolitical environment, especially in the 
Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus plains, prevented researchers from investigating the 
mountainous areas because of security concerns. Survey efforts were mostly limited to 
the coastal plain and lower foothills.   
The physical environment of the region is not ideally suited for site visibility. The 
plains are bounded by towering mountain ranges (Fig 4.3) and the Mediterranean coast, 
which provide an environment where torrential rainstorms lead to devastating floods that 
deposit thick layers of alluvium in the plains and along the coast, leading to significant 
progradation. Such deposits over millennia have a negative impact on site visibility and 
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preservation. In fact, a geomorphological study of Tarsus and its environs found 10 m-
thick flood deposits in some areas (Öner et al. 2005), while those excavating in the plain 
near Kinet Höyük encountered a two-meter layer of sterile alluvial wash before reaching 
stratified deposits (Gates 2013; C. Gates 2015, 94). Geomorphological studies 
commissioned by the Mopsos Survey and those undertaken by Dr. F. Sancar Ozaner in 
the Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus Plains show coastal expansion over the last two 
millennia exceeding 2 km near Alexandria and 1.5 km just south of Kinet Höyük 
(Ozaner, Gates, and Özgen 1993; Ozaner and Çalık 1995; Ozaner 1995) (Appendix 3). At 
present it is not possible to reconstruct depths of alluvial wash and the extent of 
progradation throughout the three plains under study without a rigorous 
geomorphological analysis and extensive coring. The observations made near Tarsus and 
Kinet Höyük and the investigations of Ozaner highlight the need to consider 
geomorphological processes in any discussion of ancient settlement dynamics. Figures 
4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 depict the topography of the Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus Plains and 
highlight those factors primarily responsible for alluvial wash and progradation: stark 
elevation changes from the plains to the nearby mountainous zones and abundant water 
sources (rivers, streams, and natural springs) found throughout the region. The survey 
activities in the form of identified archaeological sites and collection units of the Mopsos 
Survey are then overlaid onto the aforementioned topographic considerations. Clearly 
there are archaeological sites invisible to pedestrian survey, but Figures 4.4–4.6 also 
demonstrate that identifying and recording sites is also possible. Thicker alluvial deposits  
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Figure 4.6: Map of the Issus Plain highlighting the primary factors fostering alluvial 
wash and progradation in conjunction with the archaeological remains and collection 
units of the Mopsos Survey. Digitization of the natural springs and rivers/streams 
courtesy of the Mopsos Survey. 
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and coastal progradation are more prevalent in areas near to major rivers and streams 
issuing from elevated areas and these processes continue to transform the physical 
environment. Despite the aforementioned limitations, which are also inherent in many 
other coastal areas in the eastern Mediterranean, the Yumurtalık and Mopsos datasets 
have produced regionally and chronologically focused settlement data for Cilicia Pedias 
capable of assessing settlement dynamics incrementally within the Hellenistic era. 
 
4.3.2 The Analysis 
The following analysis is divided into three sections, which are based on 
topographic considerations. Cilicia Pedias is naturally divided into five distinct coastal 
plains, Rhosus, Alexandreia, Issus, Anazarbus, and Tarsus, from south to north and then 
west (Chapter 3). The Yumurtalık and Mopsos surveys worked primarily in the Rhosus, 
Alexandreia, and Issus Plains. Therefore, since I had the opportunity to study the material 
assemblages from the sites in the aforementioned plains, they will be analyzed here in an 
attempt to identify both chronological and spatial patterns of settlement. Each section 
begins with a discussion of the major cities in the plain and is followed by an analysis of 
settlement. 
The data (site locations and associated artifacts) are provided in a site catalog and 
pottery plates in Appendix 2. The catalog includes a list of sites organized by plain, and, 
for the sake of easy referencing and clarity, sites are numbered sequentially, as are 
inventoried artifacts. Sites with inventoried material are listed on separate sheets, while 
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sites without are listed together. Sites with inventoried artifacts have catalog entries with 
the following information: site number, name, description, and chronology; drawn 
ceramic forms listed chronologically; and a section for non-drawn diagnostic pieces. Sites 
without inventoried pottery have catalog entries with the following information: site 
number, name, description, and chronology and a section for diagnostic finds. 
Parenthetical notations to the original site and artifacts numbers, as recorded by the 
Yumurtalık and Mopsos surveys, are provided for both site types (those with inventoried 
ceramics and those without) for concordance purposes. A site concordance (Table 4.8) 
also follows this chapter. Pottery plates are organized by site and categorized first by 
chronology (Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle 
Roman 1, Middle Roman 2 as well as transitional phases) and then by extant part (lids, 
rims, handles, body sherds, bases). Chronological divisions are indicated by horizontal 
lines and all forms are drawn at a 1:2 scale. 
 
4.3.2.1 Rhosus Plain 
4.3.2.1.1 Rhosus (Site 1) 
The evidence concerning the foundation and early history of ancient Rhosus is 
mixed. The historical evidence consists of an anecdote by Athenaeus who mentions that 
Harpalus erected a statue to Glycera at Rhosus in 324 BCE (Ath. 13, 595) and a notation 
of a rendezvous between Demetrius and Seleucus I Nicator at Rhosus in 298 BCE by 
Plutarch (Plut. Vit. Demetr. 32.1). Jones and Grainger conclude from this that the city 
was founded by Seleucus I Nicator (Jones 1971: 198; Grainger 1990: 16). The 
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archaeological evidence, though sparse, provides additional information regarding the 
early history of the city. Numismatic evidence suggests that Rhosus minted autonomous 
bronze coinage in the second and first centuries BCE (Head 1911: 782).  
Evidence derived from early site visits appears to support an Early Hellenistic 
foundation. Chammas and Seton-Williams both visited Arsuz and equated it with ancient 
Rhosus (Appendix 1: PC8, SW1). Chammas notes that Rhosus was larger than 
Alexandreia ad Issum and was built by the same founder (Seleucus I Nicator). He 
discovered a large terracotta tub, terracotta sarcophagi, three Greek inscriptions, a statue 
bust, and a column and identified four cultural phases: Greek, Roman, Byzantine, and 
Crusader. Seton-Williams discovered extensive traces of settlement at Rhosus on both 
sides of the road connecting İskenderun and Arsuz along with six to eight kilns on the 
beach north of the modern city. Since the Turkish military base that today covers much of 
the ancient city (see below) did not exist when Chammas surveyed the area in 1930, it is 
likely that he visited the hill. Moreover, Chammas’ discovery of terracotta sarcophagi at 
Arsuz also suggests that he was near the hill, since the Mopsos Survey recorded rock-cut 
tombs and sarcophagus fragments on the southern side of the hill outside of the military 
base. In 1951 Seton-Williams surveyed “the beach” and areas on both sides of the 
İskenderun-Arsuz road. It is doubtful that she surveyed the hill owing to the fact that 
Hatay became a Turkish province in 1939 and the military base was almost certainly in 
place before 1951. Seton-Williams argued that Arsuz did not have a mound, a conclusion 
grounded in the assumption that she did not survey the hill within the military base 
(Seton-Williams 1954: 148–149). In sum, historical evidence supports an Early 
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Hellenistic foundation, with numismatic and survey data indicating Hellenistic and 
Roman occupations (Jones 1971; Grainger 1990; Sayar 2007). 
Work conducted at Arsuz and its environs by the Mopsos Survey and a 
subsequent analysis of the collected ceramics produced a valuable dataset reflecting the 
early history of Rhosus. The Mopsos team surveyed the site outside the military base in 
2005 and 2008 and documented remains including walls, mosaics, columns, stones, a city 
wall, an ancient harbor, an aqueduct, and a necropolis with clay sarcophagi (Fig. 4.7). 
The majority of the collected ceramics date to the Early Hellenistic–Middle Roman 1 
periods and the most ubiquitous wares include Northern Coastal Fine, Black Slipped 
Predecessor, and Eastern Sigillata A (see Site 1, nos. 1–22 in Appendix 2). The ceramic 
evidence supports the historical data, showing Rhosus to be an Early Hellenistic 
foundation with settlement continuing throughout the Middle Roman 1 period. 
 
4.3.2.1.2 Settlement Analysis 
Figure 4.8 demonstrates that settlement in the Rhosus Plain during the Hellenistic 
through Middle Roman 1 periods was widespread throughout the plain. Site occupation 
was not limited to specific geographic zones (coast, interior plain, and foothills); yet by 
breaking down settlement within the periods, chronological and spatial patterns emerge. 
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Figure 4.7: A map depicting features of ancient Rhosus (top) and a high resolution 
satellite image (DigitalGlobe, QuickBird acquisition date: March 13, 2008) of the same 
area (bottom).  
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Settlement in the Early Hellenistic period was sparse when compared to what came both 
before and after, with a total of seven Iron Age sites and 10 Achaemenid period sites. 
Five Early Hellenistic sites were identified in the Rhosus Plain, two of which were 
founded in previous periods (Tables 4.3, 4.4 and Fig. 4.9A). Sites 3 and 27 are 
occupation mounds situated at strategic locations: Site 3 at the coast on the southern end 
of the plain and Site 27 along an overland route connecting the plain with the Amuq. 
Sites 22 and 24 are near the coast and along the road connecting the Rhosus Plain with 
the Alexandreia Plain. It appears that settlement in the Rhosus Plain during the Early 
Hellenistic period was partially a continuation of a pattern that originated in a previous 
period, a general pattern that saw sparse occupation occurring at larger, previously 
founded sites. One must also consider, however, that the visibility problem concerning 
Early Hellenistic ceramics may be partly to blame for the perceived lack of sites. Newly 
found sites of the Early Hellenistic era were situated along the coast or along the primary 
overland route connecting the plain with the Amuq.  
 The Middle Hellenistic period can be characterized as an era of unparalleled 
growth and expansion in the Rhosus Plain (Fig. 4.9B). There was continued occupation at 
all five Early Hellenistic sites (1, 3, 22, 24, 27), as well as 13 new foundations (Tables 
4.3, 4.4 and Fig. 4.9B), meaning that of all Middle Hellenistic settlement, 72.2% were 
new foundations. The new settlements do not simply represent an expansion of a previous 
pattern. Based on site location and quantity, a number of patterns can be identified. First,  
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Table 4.3: A chronological breakdown of site numbers organized by plain. 
 
 
EH MH LH ER MR1 MR2 
Rhosus  
Plain 5 18 23 15 11 1 
Alexandreia  
Plain 2 8 6 6 9 0 
Issus  
Plain 1 14 3 2 3 0 
Anazarbus  
Plain 3 3 3 2 1 0 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.4: A chronological breakdown of site numbers and percentages of new 
Hellenistic era foundations and continuing Hellenistic era occupations organized by 
plain. 
 
 
New EH 
Found. 
Cont. 
EH Occ. 
New MH 
Found. 
Cont. 
MH Occ. 
New LH 
Found. 
Cont. 
LH Occ. 
Rhosus  
Plain 3 (60) 2 (40) 13 (72.2) 5 (27.7) 12 (52.2) 11 (47.8) 
Alexandreia  
Plain 1 (50) 1 (50) 6 (75) 2 (25) 4 (66.6) 2 (33.3) 
Issus  
Plain 0 (0) 1 (100) 13 (92.8) 1 (7.1) 1 (33.3) 2 (66.6) 
Anazarbus  
Plain 0 (0) 3 (100) 0 (0) 3 (100) 0 (0) 3 (100) 
 
Table 4.5: A chronological breakdown of site numbers and percentages of new Roman 
era foundations and continuing  Roman era occupations organized by plain. 
 
 
New ER 
Found. 
Cont. 
ER Occ. 
New 
MR1 
Found. 
Cont. 
MR1 
Occ. 
New 
MR2 
Found. 
Cont. 
MR2 
Occ. 
Rhosus  
Plain 1 (6.6) 14 (93.3) 1 (9) 10 (91) 1 (100) 0 (0) 
Alexandreia  
Plain 2 (33.3) 4 (66.6) 4 (44.4) 5 (55.5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Issus  
Plain 1 (50) 1 (50) 2 (66.6) 1 (33.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
Anazarbus  
Plain 0 (0) 2 (100) 0 (0) 1 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 
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Figure 4.9: A temporal breakdown of Hellenistic settlement in the Rhosus Plain: A) 
Early Hellenistic period; B) Middle Hellenistic period; C) Late Hellenistic period. 
 
some occupation mounds apparently abandoned in the Early Hellenistic era were 
resettled (Sites 14, 15, and 30). Second, sites were founded in two areas in the foothills 
where large wadis issue from the Amanus Mountains. The northernmost wadi group 
comprises Sites 12, 14, 15, 30, 32 and 36; the second, more southern wadi group 
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comprises Sites 26 and 37. Both groups indicate an increase in habitation along the 
overland routes connecting the plain with the Amuq. Furthermore, both groups also 
served to foster natural resource exploitation. The Amanus Mountains afford an 
abundance of natural resources, the most notable of which include timber and stone 
(Chapter 3). The survey documented a large rock quarry between Sites 26 and 37 (Fig. 
4.8). An increase in the number of archaeological sites along wadis, which would have 
served as corridors for the transport of natural resources and people from the mountains 
to the plain and coast, would indicate, among other things, increased exploitation of 
natural resources in the Middle Hellenistic period. The third pattern discernible from 
Middle Hellenistic data is that the northern half of the plain was intensively settled at this 
time. Sites 23 and 25 were established near Site 24, an Early Hellenistic foundation, 
along the only coastal route connecting the Rhosus and Alexandreia Plains. Finally, 
settlement flourished along the coast. This increased coastal settlement could simply be a 
by-product of increased habitation throughout the plain, but it could also indicate that 
those living on the coast had opportunities to exploit marine resources and take advantage 
of the region’s abundant natural harbors that would have served as points of exchange 
and transport for raw materials and produced goods. 
 The Late Hellenistic period in many ways represents a proliferation of the patterns 
developed earlier in the Middle Hellenistic period (Fig. 4.9C). Of the 23 Late Hellenistic 
sites, 12 or 52.2 % are new foundations (Tables 4.3, 4.4). All but one of the major 
occupation mounds (Site 30) with Middle Hellenistic remains continued to be occupied in 
the Late Hellenistic period. The northernmost wadi group experienced a degree of 
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settlement change: Middle Hellenistic foundations such as Sites 12, 30, 32, and 36 were 
abandoned while others remained (Sites 14 and 15), and a handful of other places were 
newly settled (Sites 13, 17, and 18). The continued occupation of Site 9 and the founding 
of Site 10 in the Late Hellenistic period support the identification of a central wadi group, 
while the southern wadi group experienced settlement intensification, with continued 
occupation of Sites 26 and 27 and the founding of Sites 4 and 5. As in the Middle 
Hellenistic period, the northern third of the plain is the most densely settled, while the 
coastline experienced the greatest proliferation of settlement. Half of all newly founded 
Late Hellenistic settlements were situated along the coast. 
Settlement in the Rhosus Plain in Early Roman times marks a period of 
continuation of previous patterns (Tables 4.3, 4.5 and Fig. 4.10A). Overall site numbers 
slightly decrease: a total of 15 sites compared to 23 Late Hellenistic sites, and only one 
site was a new foundation. Despite the reduction of settlement along the north central 
coast, the settlement pattern first developed in the Middle Hellenistic period is sustained. 
Occupation mounds were still inhabited (Sites 3, 14, and 15), all three wadi groups saw 
settlement, and the coast continued to be occupied, albeit to a lesser extent in the north. 
The slight reduction of settlement in the north is interesting, given that in the Middle and 
Late Hellenistic eras it was the most densely settled area in the plain. It remains clear, 
however, that the social, cultural, economic, and geopolitical factors that enabled growth 
in the Middle and Late Hellenistic periods were maintained throughout the Early Roman 
era. 
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Figure 4.10: A temporal breakdown of Roman settlement in the Rhosus Plain: A) Early 
Roman period; B) Middle Roman 1. 
 
The Middle Roman 1 period also experienced a decline in site numbers, 11 
compared to 15 in the Early Roman period, and also only one new settlement (Tables 4.3, 
4.5 and Fig. 4.10B). While occupation continued to a small degree at occupation mounds, 
the three wadi groups, and along the coast, the northernmost area of the Rhosus Plain is 
seemingly abandoned. Settlement declined in the previous period, but by the Middle 
Roman 1 era no sites are found north of the northern wadi group. While it is possible that 
future survey efforts will identify sites in the north, it is also possible that in the Middle 
Roman 1 period Rhosus’ connectivity with the Amuq via overland routes passing through 
the wadi groups was favored over connectivity with Alexandreia to the north. 
The chronologically focused analysis identifies a significant settlement 
reorganization in the Rhosus Plain during the Middle Hellenistic period, a settlement 
change that took time to develop, but most likely resulted from the founding of Rhosus in 
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the Early Hellenistic period. Settlement preferences for occupation mounds and select 
coastal locales in the Early Hellenistic period occupation mounds gave way in the Middle 
Hellenistic era to a new landscape, characterized by an expansion of settlement to sites 
with long histories of pre-Classical occupation (occupation mounds), newly occupied 
areas situated along routes connecting the plain to developed areas to the north and east, 
newly founded areas along routes used to transport natural resources, and areas within the 
plain and along the coast. The Late Hellenistic period experienced a proliferation of 
settlement at the aforementioned locales, while in the Early Roman and, to a lesser 
extent, the Middle Roman 1 periods the settlement pattern of the Middle and Late 
Hellenistic periods was mostly sustained. 
 
4.3.2.2 Alexandreia Plain 
4.3.2.2.1 Alexandreia ad Issum (Site 39) 
 Like Rhosus, the evidence supporting the early history of Alexandreia ad Issum is 
sparse. Jones and Grainger, based in part on onomastic considerations concerning the 
ancient name of Alexandreia ad Issum and the modern name of İskenderun, a Turkish 
rendering of Alexander, argue that the city was founded by Seleucus I Nicator in honor of 
Alexander’s victory at the Battle of Issus, though both note that no historical authority 
ascribes the foundation of the city to the king (Jones 1971: 198–201; Grainger 1990: 36–
37, 108; Cohen 1995: 19, n. 9). Jones also notes that Issus and Myriandros begin to 
decline in the Hellenistic period and suggests that the foundation of Alexandreia could 
represent a synoecism of the two cities (Jones 1971: 198–199). Alexandreia began 
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minting bronze coinage under Antiochus IV Epiphanes and autonomous bronze coinage 
in 163 BCE (Head 1911: 716).  
Chammas excavated at Alexandreia ad Issum in 1930 and 1931 (see Chapter 3). 
He argues that the city was initially inhabited by the Phoenicians and then refounded by 
Seleucus I Nicator. He refers to Hellenistic levels, but does not cite Hellenistic remains. 
Scholars such as Jones, Grainger, and Cohen, therefore, rely on the similarity of names to 
date the city’s foundation to the Early Hellenistic period. 
 The Mopsos Survey surveyed Alexandreia ad Issum in 2006, 2007, and 2009. 
Most of the ancient city lies beneath the modern city, making visibility difficult (Fig. 
4.11). The survey team documented concentrations of pottery, roof tiles, building 
material, in situ stone walls, rock-cut tombs, evidence of infrastructure in the form of 
ancient canals, a floor surface, and illicit digging throughout the modern city and ancient 
acropolis. The collected ceramic data date from the Early Hellenistic through Middle 
Roman 1 periods and the most prevalent wares include Antioch Black Glaze, Northern 
Coastal Fine, Black Slipped Predecessor, Hellenistic Mold-Made bowls, stamped 
Rhodian amphora handles, and Eastern Sigillata A (see Site 39, nos. 160–194 in 
Appendix 2). Therefore, the survey data support an Early Hellenistic foundation. 
 
4.3.2.2.2 Settlement Analysis 
The Alexandreia Plain did not experience a perceptible reconfiguration of 
settlement during the Hellenistic or Roman periods (Fig. 4.12). The same general  
settlement model that characterized the Early Hellenistic Rhosus Plain, one that saw 
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Figure 4.11: A map depicting features of ancient Alexandreia ad Issum (top) and a high 
resolution satellite image (DigitalGlobe, QuickBird acquisition date: March 31, 2003) of 
the same area (bottom). The likely location of Chammas’ excavations is outlined in a 
dashed box on the upper image and both images have insets of the acropolis. On the 
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upper image: 1) Construction dump; 2) İskenderun Kalesi; 3) Alawite cemetery 
mentioned by Dussaud; 4) Rock-cut tombs. On the upper image inset: a) Clay water pipe; 
b) Drain pipe; c) Northern end of Canal 4; d) Northern end of Canal 3; e) Canal 2 and 
southern end of Canal 3; f) Northern end of Canal 1; g) Feature 1 and floor surface. 
Numbers in upper inset refer to quadrants surveyed. 
 
sparse settlement occurring at larger previously founded sites and coastal settlement, was 
in place in the Alexandreia Plain throughout the Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, 
Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, and Middle Roman 1. However, smaller and more 
localized patterns emerge when examining the region within chronologically specific 
periods. 
 Early Hellenistic period settlement in the Alexandreia Plain was sparse, 
represented by two sites, a new foundation in Alexandreia ad Issum (Site 39) and a 
previously occupied locale in Site 45 (Tables 4.3, 4.4 and Figs. 4.13A). By the Middle 
Hellenistic period the number of sites increased to eight, six of which were new 
foundations (Tables 4.3, 4.4 and Figs. 4.13B). Settlement focused in the southwest corner 
of the plain along the foothills and along the overland route connecting the Alexandreia 
and Rhosus Plains. The Late Hellenistic period also experienced modest growth with four 
newly founded sites and two previously occupied sites (Tables 4.3, 4.4 and Figs. 4.13C). 
Late Hellenistic settlement shifts from the southwest to the central plain along the 
overland route to the Amuq. The Early Roman and Middle Roman 1 eras saw continued 
settlement along the Amuq overland route (Sites 40, 41, and 48 in the Early Roman era 
and 40, 41, 48, and 49 in the Middle Roman 1 period) and what was presumably along 
the ancient coast (Tables 4.3, 4.5 and Fig. 14) (Appendix 3, AP3.2) (39, 48, and 50 in the 
Early Roman and 39, 48, 50 and 52 in the Middle Roman).  
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Figure 4.12: A map of Hellenistic sites and Mopsos collection units in the Alexandreia 
Plain. 
 
The chronologically-focused approach succeeded in identifying micro-level 
change whereby the foundation, re-foundation, expansion, and contraction of certain 
settlement enclaves within the plain were identified and dated. While the level of 
expansion is minor, two trends identified in the Rhosus Plain are evident here too: the 
reoccupation of areas with long histories of occupation and the foundation of sites at 
strategic locales (primarily along overland routes). The maps showing settlement change 
chronologically within this span of time do not convey the change well. Though in the 
Middle Hellenistic period there is a cluster of sites in the south and in the Late Hellenistic  
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Figure 4.13: A temporal breakdown of Hellenistic settlement in the Alexandreia Plain: 
A) Early Hellenistic period; B) Middle Hellenistic period; C) Late Hellenistic period. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.14: A temporal breakdown of Roman settlement in the Alexandreia Plain: A) 
Early Roman period; B) Middle Roman 1. 
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this shifts to a cluster in the middle of the plain, which is then maintained into the Roman 
eras. Settlement change is identifiable in the Alexandreia Plain, but contrasts starkly with 
the episodic change followed by periods of sustainability observed in the Rhosus Plain. 
 
4.3.2.3 Issus Plain 
4.3.2.3.1 Epiphaneia (Site 64) 
Unlike the Rhosus and Alexandreia Plains, the Issus Plain had two sizeable 
Hellenistic and Roman cities. The largest Hellenistic city was Issus (Site 63), but because 
the Mopsos Survey did not systematically survey the site and the final analysis of Gates’ 
excavation is ongoing, a detailed description of the site is omitted here (See Chapter 3). 
The second largest city was Epiphaneia, mentioned by Pliny and Plutarch. Pliny notes 
that the site was originally called Oeniandos, but refounded as Epiphaneia by Antiochus 
IV Epiphanes (Plin. HN 5.93). Plutarch identifies Epiphaneia as one of the places where 
Pompey settled the Cilician pirates in the middle of the first century BCE (Plut. Vit. 
Pomp. 28). Cohen, Jones, and Grainger favor a foundation by Antiochus IV Epiphanes 
(Cohen 1995: 365–366; Jones 1971: 201; Grainger 1990: 56). Epiphaneia began minting 
quasi-autonomous and Imperial Roman coins in the middle of the first century BCE.  
Concerning early visits to the site, Seton-Williams equates modern Güze Han, 
west of modern Erzin, with the ancient city. She encountered a large site with a castle, 
columns, bricks, tiles, a large aqueduct, and coins (Appendix 1: SW 7). She did not 
identify Hellenistic remains, but suggested they may have been concealed by later 
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deposits. Therefore, the tentative Middle Hellenistic foundation is based on onomastic 
and historical sources. 
 Epiphaneia was extensively surveyed by the Mopsos team in 2004. Although the 
archaeological site was heavily damaged, surveyors documented an acropolis on what 
appeared to be an occupation mound, a theatre, colonnaded street, remains of a city wall, 
aqueduct, rock-cut tombs, a tower, and a possible bath complex (Fig. 4.15). The survey 
identified pottery dating to as early as the Late Bronze Age, as well as wares from the 
Iron Age, Achaemenid, Hellenistic, Roman, Late Roman, and Medieval periods. Late 
Bronze Age and Iron Age pottery was found only on the acropolis, while pottery from the 
Achaemenid and Hellenistic periods were found scattered throughout the site. The 
ceramics date from the Middle Hellenistic through Middle Roman 1 periods and the most 
prevalent wares include Northern Coastal Fine, Black Slipped Predecessor, and Eastern 
Sigillata A (see Site 64, nos. 245–258 in Appendix 2). The total absence of early 
Hellenistic ceramic forms, if indeed it is a true absence, and the prevalence of Middle 
Hellenistic wares suggest that the ancient city of Epiphaneia was founded in the Middle 
Hellenistic period, which would also coincide with the historical and onomastic evidence. 
 
4.3.2.3.2 Settlement Analysis 
Figure 4.15 demonstrates that settlement in the Issus Plain during the Hellenistic 
and Roman periods was widespread throughout the plain and unrestricted to specific 
geographic zones. The lack of sites south of Site 71 is not a true absence as heavy 
industrialization precluded pedestrian survey in this area. Settlement in the Early  
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Figure 4.15: A map depicting features of ancient Epiphaneia (top) and a high resolution 
satellite image (DigitalGlobe, QuickBird acquisition date: June 1, 2010) of the same area 
(bottom). 
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Figure 4.16: A map of Hellenistic sites and Mopsos collection units in the Issus Plain. 
 
Hellenistic period was confined to one site, a large occupation mound situated on the 
coast (Site 63, Kinet Höyük) (Fig. 4.17A). Settlement was sparse and, like the Rhosus 
Plain, continued a pattern found in previous periods that saw sparse settlement mostly 
limited to larger pre-existing sites. 
A transformation in settlement in the Issus Plain took place in the Middle 
Hellenistic period (Fig. 4.17B). There was continued occupation at Kinet Höyük, as well 
as a number of new foundations (Tables 4.3, 4.4). Of the 15 Middle Hellenistic sites,  
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Figure 4.17: A temporal breakdown of Hellenistic settlement in the Issus Plain: A) Early 
Hellenistic period; B) Middle Hellenistic period; C) Late Hellenistic period. 
 
 
 
Figure 4.18: A temporal breakdown of Roman settlement in the Issus Plain: A) Early 
Roman period; B) Middle Roman period. 
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93.3% were new foundations. The influx of new settlement follows patterns similar to 
those identified in the Rhosus Plain, though again Early Hellenistic ceramic visibility 
issues must be kept in mind. First, sites were founded where large wadis issue from the 
Anti-Taurus Mountains. Sites 67, 74, and 75 comprise a northern wadi group, while Site 
71 potentially indicates a southern group, though again industrial development hindered 
surveying efforts in this area. Like the central and southern groups in the Rhosus Plain, 
these groups were likely a result of, among other things, natural resource exploitation. 
Second, the northwestern area of the plain was inhabited. The sites were established 
along the overland route connecting the Issus Plain with the Anazarbus and Alexandreia 
Plains.  
The Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, and Middle Roman 1 periods indicate a 
period of sharp decline (Figs. 4.17C, 4.18A and B). New settlements were rare in the 
three eras and the number of sites declines by at least 78.8% between the Middle 
Hellenistic and subsequent Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, and Middle Roman 1 eras 
(Tables 4.3, 4.4, 4.5). By the Early Roman and Middle Roman 1 periods only a handful 
of sites remain (Sites 64 and 74 in the Early Roman period and 64, 65, and 67 in the 
Middle Roman 1), Epiphaneia (Site 64) continues to be occupied, while Kinet Höyük 
(Site 63) was abandoned in the Early Roman period. 
The chronologically focused analysis yielded several interesting patterns. 
Settlement in the Early and Middle Hellenistic periods shares a number of similarities 
with the Rhosus Plain. A sparse and limited pattern in the Early Hellenistic period gave 
way to a seismic shift in the quantities and placement of sites in the Middle Hellenistic 
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period. Unlike in the Rhosus Plain, by the Late Hellenistic period a noticeable decline 
occurs that is seemingly continued into the Early and Middle Roman 1 periods. Some 
combination of the social, economic, cultural, natural, and geopolitical conditions that 
allowed earlier growth was no longer in place in the Issus Plain by the Late Hellenistic 
period.  
 
 
4.4 Conclusions  
 
Traditionally pedestrian surveys conducted in the eastern Mediterranean have 
worked at the macro scale both spatially and temporally. A traditional, diachronic 
approach to two survey datasets undertaken in Cilicia Pedias has brought to light a 
general pattern of Hellenistic and Early Roman settlement. The Hellenistic period 
represents a time of settlement expansion in Cilicia Pedias that is largely sustained in the 
two subsequent eras. Unfortunately, the traditional approach is unable to determine the 
timing and geographic nature of the change.   
A chronologically and regionally focused method is capable of providing a level 
of specificity to observations made by the traditional approach and demonstrate regional 
variability. In the Early Hellenistic period the ceramic assemblages collected from the 
Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus plains suggest sparse settlement concentrating at a few 
previously occupied sites, primarily occupation mounds, and coastal settlement. The 
period also saw a reduction in settlement when compared to previous periods, but the 
cities of Rhosus in the Rhosus Plain and Alexandreia ad Issum in the Alexandreia Plain, 
were founded in the period. The Middle Hellenistic period experienced significant 
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development in the Rhosus and Issus Plains where new sites were founded throughout the 
plains and settlement can be characterized into four categories: continued occupation at 
sites with long histories of occupation; settlement along wadis to foster natural resource 
exploitation and movement of goods and people; occupation along major overland routes; 
and increased settlement along the coast to participate in maritime activities at the plain’s 
many natural harbors. The ancient city of Epiphanea was founded in the Issus Plain 
during the Middle Hellenistic period, and the Alexandreia Plain saw little new settlement 
in the period. 
All three plains follow different settlement trajectories following the Middle 
Hellenistic era. The Rhosus Plain experienced perceptible growth in the Late Hellenistic 
period along the four categories of settlement identified in the Middle Hellenistic era. 
That overall settlement pattern, one seeing continued occupation at occupation mounds 
and expanded settlements along major wadi systems, the coast, and overland routes, was 
mostly sustained in the Early and Middle Roman 1 eras. The Alexandreia Plain had a 
modest settlement pattern throughout the Early Hellenistic through Middle Roman 1 
periods, a pattern that saw limited settlement focusing on the coast and overland route to 
the Amuq. The Issus Plain is the most peculiar. Following the unparalleled growth of the 
Middle Hellenistic period, site numbers appear to decline during the Late Hellenistic 
period and do not rebound in the subsequent Early Roman or Middle Roman 1 eras. Kinet 
Höyük, the largest city in the plain with the longest period of occupation is abandoned in 
the Early Roman period, while contemporary cities such as Epiphanea, Rhosus, and 
Alexandreia ad Issum continue to thrive. While social, cultural, and geopolitical factors 
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certainly played a role, it is impossible to deny that natural factors such as progradation 
played a role in the region’s potential decline following the Middle Hellenistic era. 
This chronologically focused study added a valuable level of nuance and 
granularity, both temporally and geographically, to the general settlement observations 
first identified by the traditional approach. Generally speaking an observable 
reconfiguration and proliferation of settlement took place in the Rhosus and Issus plains 
during the Middle Hellenistic period. The new pattern expanded and was sustained in the 
subsequent Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, and Middle Roman 1 periods in the Rhosus 
Plain, while the pattern in the Issus Plain collapsed in the Late Hellenistic period and 
never rebounded. The Alexandreia Plain saw little identifiable growth. Therefore, the 
period of unparalleled agricultural expansion first identified by Seton-Williams over half 
a century ago can be dated to the Middle Hellenistic period, if the near absence of Early 
Hellenistic ceramics is a true absence, and was localized to the Arsuz Plain throughout 
the Middle Hellenistic and Early Roman 1 periods and in the Issus Plain during the 
Middle Hellenistic era. 
  
 
166 
Table 4.6: Sites with associated chronology.  
 
Site 
No Site Name EH 
EH/ 
MH MH 
MH/ 
LH LH 
LH/ 
ER ER 
ER/ 
MR1 MR1 
MR1/ 
MR2 MR2 
LH/ 
ROM 
1 Rhosus  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   2 
      
 
      
3 
Kulenin 
Tepesi  
 
 
 
 
 
 
     4 
     
 
    
 
  5 
     
 
 
 
     6 
      
 
      7 
     
 
 
 
 
 
   8 
     
 
 
 
 
 
   9 Kastel 
  
 
 
 
       10 
     
 
 
 
 
 
   11 Bulgurlu 
        
 
   12 Yanan Taş 
  
 
         13 Tell el-Abd 
    
 
       
14 
Uçgülük 
Höyük 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
15 
Dalbaz 
Höyük 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   16 Deli Tepe 
     
 
      17 Çatalbent 
    
 
 
 
 
 
   18 
     
 
 
 
  
 
  
19 
Seyithızır 2 
Merkadi 
    
 
 
 
 
 
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Site 
No Site Name EH 
EH/ 
MH MH 
MH/ 
LH LH 
LH/ 
ER ER 
ER/ 
MR1 MR1 
MR1/ 
MR2 MR2 
LH/ 
ROM 
20 
Gökmeydan 
3 
    
 
 
 
 
 
   21 Gökmeyda 
  
 
 
 
     
 
 22 Gülçihan 1  
 
 
 
 
       23 Düzöğüren 
  
 
 
 
 
 
     24 Kocadamı  
 
 
 
 
       25 
   
 
         26 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   27 Höyük Köy  
 
 
 
 
       
28 
Madenli 
Central 
Cemetery 
  
 
        
 
29 
            
 
30 Sokulu Tepe 
  
 
         31 
      
 
      32 
   
 
         33 Gülçihan 2 
    
 
       
34 
Beyköyü 
Höyük 
           
 
35 
     
 
       36 
   
 
      
 
 
 
37 
Virgin Mary 
Site 
  
 
        
 
38 
       
 
     
39 
Alexandria 
ad Issum   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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Site 
No Site Name EH 
EH/ 
MH MH 
MH/ 
LH LH 
LH/ 
ER ER 
ER/ 
MR1 MR1 
MR1/ 
MR2 MR2 
LH/ 
ROM 
40 
Dağılbaz 
Höyük 
    
 
 
 
 
 
   41 Dutlu Tarla 
    
 
 
 
 
 
   42 Ada Tepe 
    
 
   
 
   43 Sayek Çiftlik 
  
 
         
44 
Kurtların 
Tepe 
  
 
 
 
       45 
 
 
 
 
         46 
    
 
 
 
      
47 
Karahüseynli 
3 
 
 
          48 
     
 
 
 
 
 
   49 
   
 
     
 
   50 
       
 
 
 
   51 
            
 
52 
         
 
   53 Karaağaç 
           
 
54 
Arpaderesi 
Mağara 
           
 
55 
  
 
          56 
       
 
     57 Pinar Tepe 
  
 
     
 
  
 
58 
            
 
59 
   
 
         60 
            
 
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Site 
No Site Name EH 
EH/ 
MH MH 
MH/ 
LH LH 
LH/ 
ER ER 
ER/ 
MR1 MR1 
MR1/ 
MR2 MR2 
LH/ 
ROM 
61 
   
 
         62 
            
 
63 
Issus (Kinet 
Höyük)   
 
 
 
 
       64 Epiphaneia 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   65 Mezbahane 
 
 
      
 
   
66 
Muttalıp 
Höyük 
    
 
       67 
   
 
     
 
  
 
68 Kara Höyük 
           
 
69 
Küçük 
Burnaz 
  
 
        
 
70 
            
 
71 
   
 
         72 
   
 
         73 
   
 
         74 
   
 
   
 
     75 
   
 
        
 
76 
   
 
        
 
77 
   
 
         78 
   
 
         79 
   
 
         80 
   
 
        
 
81 
Boyalı 
Höyük  
 
 
 
 
 
 
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Site 
No Site Name EH 
EH/ 
MH MH 
MH/ 
LH LH 
LH/ 
ER ER 
ER/ 
MR1 MR1 
MR1/ 
MR2 MR2 
LH/ 
ROM 
82 Tülek Höyük  
 
 
 
 
       83 Yenikoy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
  
 
171 
Table 4.7: Sites with an indication of site type: a settlement is a site with evidence of permanent settlement (in situ 
architecture, floor surfaces, occupation mounds, etc.); a burial is a site with evidence of mortuary activity (rock-cut tombs, 
sarcophagus fragments, etc.), industry includes sites with evidence of production (clay quarry, olive press, ceramic waters, 
etc.), a pottery scatter is a concentration of ceramics without evidence of permanent settlement. A m indicates an occupation 
mound and a t indicates an artifact scatter containing roof tiles. 
 
Site No Site Name Settlement Burials Industry Artifact Scatter 
1 Rhosus   
  2 
  
 
 
t 
3 Kulenin Tepesi m  
  4 
   
  
5 
 
 
   6 
   
 t 
7 
    
t 
8 
    
t 
9 Kastel 
  
 t 
10 
    
 
11 Bulgurlu  
   12 Yanan Taş 
   
t 
13 Tell el-Abd 
   
 
14 Uçgülük Höyük m 
   15 Dalbaz Höyük m 
   16 Deli Tepe 
   
 
17 Çatalbent 
 
 
 
 
18 
 
 
   19 Seyithızır 2 Merkadi  
   20 Gökmeydan 3  
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Site No Site Name Settlement Burials Industry Artifact Scatter 
21 Gökmeydan 
   
t 
22 Gülçihan 1 
   
 
23 Düzöğüren  
   24 Kocadamı 
 
 
  25 
    
t 
26 
    
t 
27 Höyük Köy m 
   
28 
Madenli Central 
Cemetery 
   
t 
29 
    
t 
30 Sokulu Tepe m 
   31 
    
 
32 
  
 
  33 Gülçihan 2 
   
 
34 Beyköyü Höyük m 
 
 
 35 
    
t 
36 
    
 
37 Virgin Mary Site 
   
 
38 
   
 
 39 Alexandria ad Issum     
 40 Dağılbaz Höyük m 
   41 Dutlu Tarla  
 
 
 42 Ada Tepe  
   43 Sayek Çiftlik  
   44 Kurtların Tepe  
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Site No Site Name Settlement Burials Industry Artifact Scatter 
45 
    
t 
46 
    
t 
47 Karahüseynli 3 
   
t 
48 
    
 
49 
  
 
  50 
 
 
   51 
    
t 
52 
 
 
   53 Karaağaç m 
   54 Arpaderesi Mağara  
   55 
    
 
56 
    
t 
57 Pinar Tepe  
   58 
   
 t 
59 
    
t 
60 
 
  
  61 
    
t 
62 
   
 
 63 Issus (Kinet Höyük)  m  
  64 Epiphaneia    
 65 Mezbahane   
  66 Muttalıp Höyük m  
  67 
  
 
  68 Kara Höyük m 
   69 Küçük Burnaz  
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Site No Site Name Settlement Burials Industry Artifact Scatter 
70 
 
 
   71 
    
t 
72 
  
 
  73 
 
 
   74 
 
 
   75 
    
t 
76 
    
 
77 
    
 
78 
  
 
 
 
79 
 
   
 80 
    
 
81 Boyalı Höyük m 
   82 Tülek Höyük m 
   83 Yenikoy m 
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Table 4.8: Site concordance. MS = Mopsos Survey, YS = Yumurtalık Survey. 
Site 
Number MS Number MS Name 
YS 
Number YS Name 
1 
31, 177, 178, 
179 Arsuz 
  2 102 
   3 96 Kulenin Tepesi 
  4 43 
   5 195 
   6 192 
   7 128 
   8 42 
   9 154 Kastel 
  10 166 
   11 149 Bulgurlu 
  12 123 Yanan Taş 
  13 118 Tell el-Abd 
  14 121 Uçgülük [Akbar] Höyük 
  15 135 Dalbaz Höyük 
  16 136 Deli Tepe 
  17 138 Çatalbent 
  18 142 
   19 33 Seyithızır 2 Merkadi 
  20 172 Gökmeydan 3 
  21 125 Gökmeydan 
  22 110 Gülçihan 
  23 146 Düzöğüren 
  24 148 Kocadamı 
  25 81 
   26 189 
   27 32 Höyük Köy 
  
28 145 
Madenli Central 
Cemetery 
  29 120 
   30 137 Sokulu Tepe 
  31 115 
   32 124 
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Site 
Number MS Number MS Name 
YS 
Number YS Name 
33 117 Gülçihan 
  
34 133 
Paşa Tepe [Beyköyü 
Höyük] 
  35 174 
   36 139 
   37 187 Virgin Mary Site 
  38 180 
   39 58 Alexandria kat’ Isson 
  40 45 Dağılbaz Höyük 
  41 83 Dutlu Tarla 
  42 44 Büyükdere, Ada Tepe 
  43 163 Sayek Çiftlik 
  44 65 Kurtların Tepe 
  45 66 
   46 73 
   47 71 Karahüseynli 3 
  48 109 
   49 91 
   50 167 
   51 155 
   52 160 
   53 41 Karaağaç 
  54 63 Arpaderesi Mağara 
  55 79 
   56 67 
   57 94 Pinar Tepe 
  58 106 
   59 153 
   60 161 
   61 113 
   62 182 
   63 22 Kinet Höyük 13 Kinet Höyük 
64 1 Gözeneler 
  65 27 Mezbahane 
  
66 15 Muttalıp Höyük 1 
Muttalıp 
Höyük 
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Site 
Number MS Number MS Name 
YS 
Number YS Name 
67 54 
   68 2 Kara Höyük 12 Karahöyük 
69 3 Küçük Burnaz 11 Küçük Burnaz 
70 7 
   71 25 
   72 52 
   73 19 
 
19 
 74 35 
   75 53 
   76 28 
   77 18 
 
18 
 78 50 
   79 
  
10 Hayitli Göl 
80 
  
8 Kara Tepe 
81 
  
15 Boyalı Höyük 
82 
  
16 Tülek Höyük 
83 
  
21 Yenikoy 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusions 
 
5.1 Overarching Themes and Goals 
From the onset of this work, one of the recurring problems attributed to the 
adoption of archaeology in studies of the Hellenistic era concerns the poorly defined 
chronology of survey data. While several scholars acknowledge the problem (Aperghis 
2004; Grainger 1990; Ma 2000), it has relegated the Hellenistic countryside to an epoch-
long and understudied enigma. The Hellenistic countryside did not have a chronology. I 
hope that the two significant contributions that this work achieves are the creation of a 
chronology for the Hellenistic countryside and the promotion of the idea that we can 
begin to pursue topics of study within the Hellenistic era and outside the major urban 
spheres. Based on detailed readings of associated ceramics and recent updates to 
typologies, it is possible to develop a chronology for the countryside within the 
Hellenistic era. Based on such a detailed chronology, furthermore, the dynamics of 
settlement, defined as variations in the configuration of human occupation across a given 
space, become realizable topics of study within the Hellenistic countryside. The 
overarching goal of this work was to identify and assess changes in settlement 
configuration of populations living outside the major urban centers that were, for the first 
time in their history, governed by a hyper-urban and tax-based imperial system. In 
working towards this goal two lines of inquiry were pursued. First, based on the current 
historiography of Hellenistic studies and the condition of archaeological survey data for 
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the eastern Mediterranean generally and Cilicia Pedias specifically, would an incremental 
assessment of settlement be possible and if so, what would such a study entail (Chapters 
2 and 3)? Second, was settlement in Cilicia Pedias during the Hellenistic period a supra-
regional phenomenon or would it vary in nature and form spatially from region to region 
(Chapter 4)?  
 
5.2 Methods and Data Supporting Settlement Dynamics 
Academic studies of the Hellenistic world have pursued specific topics following 
the publication of Rostovtzeff’s seminal work: diachronic histories of the era, the 
economy, the city, the imperial system, and the army. Scholars draw primarily on literary, 
sub-literary, and, to a lesser extent, material evidence. The deployment of archaeological 
data has been tenuous, and rightly so given the problems listed above. While continued 
archaeological survey will help alleviate the geographic coverage issue, it has been 
demonstrated that nearly a century of ceramic study and most importantly developments 
over the last decade now and for the first time make a tripartite system of chronological 
specificity within the Hellenistic era a reality. Ceramic analysis of survey data based on 
the most current ceramic typologies and categories can be pursued in the following 
periods: Early Hellenistic (300–225 BCE), Middle Hellenistic (225–150 BCE), Late 
Hellenistic (150–25 BCE), Early Roman (25 BCE–40 CE), and Middle Roman 1 (40–130 
CE). 
Pedestrian survey data and a landscape approach were adopted as a means to 
identify and assess settlement. The works of Rautman, Pettegrew, and Vogeikoff-Brogan 
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demonstrate that shifts in ancient settlement can be identified using survey data by 
drawing on a broad assemblage of material correlates such as site numbers and sizes, the 
presence and variety of imported pottery, the quantities of fine-ware forms over time, and 
the availability of natural resources and arable land. The proxies adopted here are divided 
into two categories: survey data and situational advantages. Survey data encompass 
material correlates that represent demographic shifts and include site location, 
distribution, and quantity, while natural resources, proximity to overland and maritime 
trading routes, and physical landscape features comprise situational advantages as proxies 
of settlement dynamics.  
 
5.3 Regional Settlement Configuration and Variability  
Cilicia Pedias was chosen as the study area for a number of reasons. The region, 
despite fluctuations in territorial holdings over time, was always in Seleucid control. It 
supported many situational advantages (fertile soil, amenable climate, strategic landscape 
features, abundant natural resources, a system of natural corridors supporting overland 
trading routes, natural harbors, etc.) that, given a supportive socio-political environment, 
would foster settlement growth. It also has a rich archaeological history with extensive 
excavations at major urban centers, several traveler accounts, and a collection of 
pedestrian surveys, the majority of which provided the data necessary to undertake this 
study. The Hellenistic period marked a significant change with regards to political 
oversight. Prior to the Hellenistic period, mostly imperial systems had governed Cilicia 
since the middle of the second millennium BCE, meaning that, on a political level, the 
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imperial system of the Seleucid Empire was not a new concept. The Seleucid kings 
differed in the closeness of their oversight; they governed their realm by actively 
founding and populating new cities and villages. The new urban centers helped create a 
sense of political identity, served as the basis for a complex fiscal policy, and transformed 
the eastern Cilician landscape. Finally, my own participation with the Mopsos Survey and 
the ability to study the Mopsos and Yumurtalık ceramics made Cilicia Pedias, and more 
specifically the Rhosus, Alexandreia, and Issus Plains, a logical choice for this study. 
Pedestrian surveys undertaken in Cilicia Pedias focused on periods antedating the 
Hellenistic period, yet the majority identified an unparalleled demographic boom in the 
Hellenistic era. Following the assessment presented in Chapter 4 focusing on a refined 
reading of the ceramics, distinct settlement patterns were identified in each plain at 
various points during the Hellenistic period.  
 
5.3.1 Early Hellenistic Period (300–225 BCE) 
 Settlement within the Rhosus Plain during the Early Hellenistic period was sparse 
and primarily confined to coastal locales and at mounds with long histories of occupation. 
As noted in Chapter 4, five sites were occupied during this period, including two new 
sites in the northern half of the plain along or very near the coast (Sites 22 and 24) and a 
new city in Rhosus (Site 1). This number is a decrease from the Achaemenid period, 
which might suggest a decrease in population, the movement of people from many 
smaller localities to a few larger ones, or simply the result of Early Hellenistic ceramic 
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visibility issues. One thing that is certain is the fact that early Seleucid kings invested in 
the plain with the foundation of Rhosus. 
Early Hellenistic period settlement in the Alexandreia Plain was sparse, 
represented by two sites: a new city foundation in Alexandreia ad Issum (Site 39) and a 
previously occupied locale in Site 45. The few settlements continue earlier patterns (four 
Iron Age sites and 10 Achaemenid period sites). The elevated number of Achaemenid 
sites is not surprising given that one of the primary overland routes connecting the region 
with Sardis in the west and Susa in the east, as well as numerous important places 
between, traverses the plain. It is curious, however, that there are few sites in proximity 
to the same overland route that connected the region with the Seleucid capital city of 
Antioch. Ultimately, the situation within the Alexandreia Plain is similar to that in the 
Rhosus Plain: a decline in overall site numbers, continued occupation at a few previously 
founded sites, and the foundation of a new Hellenistic city, Alexandreia ad Issum.  
Settlement in the Early Hellenistic era within the Issus Plain was confined to one 
site, the ancient city of Issus, a large occupation mound situated on the coast (Site 63, 
Kinet Höyük). Settlement in the plain was sparse, with few sites as compared to the four 
Iron Age sites and three Achaemenid era sites recorded by the Mopsos Survey; 
geomorphology and ceramic visibility may have had an effect on the identification of 
sites in this area. The early Seleucid kings did not establish a new city in the plain, 
presumably because Issus served as the primary civic entity. 
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5.3.2 Middle Hellenistic Period (225–150 BCE) 
 The Middle Hellenistic period in the Rhosus Plain was an era of unparalleled 
growth and expansion with continued occupation at all identified Early Hellenistic sites. 
The new settlements reflect a series of new patterns. First, sites were established at the 
base of major wadi systems issuing from the Amanus Mountains. Their locations suggest 
an increased exploitation of natural resources from the Amanus range and overland traffic 
to and from the Amuq Plain. Both groups indicate an increase in habitation along the 
overland routes connecting the plain with the Amuq. An increased number of 
archaeological sites along wadis, which would have served as corridors for the transport 
of natural resources and people from the mountains to the plain and coast, would suggest 
increased exploitation of natural resources in the Middle Hellenistic period. Second, the 
northern half of the plain was intensively settled in the Middle Hellenistic era. Increased 
settlement in the northern half of the plain along and near the primary road connecting 
the Rhosus and Alexandrea Plains may indicate increased interaction between the two 
plains. Finally, settlement flourished along the coast, suggesting increased exploitation of 
maritime resources. The region’s many natural harbors may have served as nodes of 
exchange and transport for raw materials and manufactured goods. During the Middle 
Hellenistic period, the new coastal sites indicate that there was a systematic effort to 
exploit the plain’s natural resources and connect it with the Amuq, the Alexandreia Plain 
and its overland route, as well as with places farther afield in the Mediterranean. 
The Alexandreia Plain experienced continued occupation at both Early Hellenistic 
sites and the foundation of six new sites located in the southwest. The concentration of 
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new sites in the southwest may be related to the growth in the northeast corner of the 
Rhosus Plain to the immediate south.  
 In the middle Hellenistic period a transformation in settlement in the Issus Plain 
took place similar in intensity and configuration to that in the Rhosus Plain. There was 
continued occupation at Kinet Höyük, the only Early Hellenistic site, and 13 new 
foundations, including the new Hellenistic city of Epiphaneia. The new sites are located 
at the base of large wadis situated along a primary overland route and along the coast. 
The emphasis seems to be on exploiting the plain’s natural resources, and also on 
connecting the region with the Anazarbus Plain as well as with places farther afield in the 
Mediterranean.  
 
5.3.3 Late Hellenistic Period (150–25 BCE) 
 During the Late Hellenistic period a proliferation of the patterns developed earlier 
in the Middle Hellenistic period can be found in the Arsuz Plain. More than half of the 
Late Hellenistic sites are new foundations. The northernmost wadi group changed as 
Middle Hellenistic foundations such as Sites 12, 30, 32, and 36 were abandoned and a 
handful of new locales were settled (Sites 13, 17, and 18). The continued occupation of 
Site 9 and the foundation of Site 10 support the identification of a central wadi group, 
while the southern wadi group experienced settlement intensification, with continued 
occupation of Sites 26 and 27 and the founding of Sites 4 and 5. As in the Middle 
Hellenistic period, the northern third of the plain is the most densely settled, while the 
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coastline experienced the greatest growth of settlement with half of the new Late 
Hellenistic settlements situated along the coast. 
 The Alexandreia Plain during the Late Hellenistic period saw four newly founded 
sites and two previously occupied sites. The only perceptible change during the era is a 
general shift in settlement from the southwest to the central plain along the overland route 
to the Amuq. 
Unlike the Rhosus Plain to the south, the Issus Plain experienced a sharp period of 
decline following the unparalleled growth originating in the Middle Hellenistic era. Only 
3 sites yielded Late Hellenistic material, the primary urban centers, Kinet Höyük (Site 
63) and Epiphaneia (Site 64), and a new foundation in Site 66.  
 
5.3.4 Early Roman Period (25 BCE–40 CE) 
Settlement in the Rhosus Plain in Early Roman times continues the Middle and 
Late Hellenistic pattern. While overall site numbers slightly decrease, settlement 
continues along the coast and all three wadi groups. It remains clear that the social, 
cultural, economic, and geopolitical factors that enabled growth in the Middle and Late 
Hellenistic periods were maintained throughout the Early Roman era in and around 
Rhosus. 
 The Alexandreia Plain experienced little change in the Early Roman period, as 
settlement continued to focus along the overland route, while the Issus Plain saw one new 
settlement (Site 74), the abandonment of Kinet Höyük, and the continued occupation of 
Epiphaneia.  
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5.3.5 Middle Roman 1 Period (40–130 CE) 
The Rhosus Plain saw a slight decline in site numbers during the Middle Roman 
period and while settlement continued to a small degree at occupation mounds, the three 
wadi groups, and along the coast, the northernmost area of the plain is seemingly 
abandoned. Settlement declined in the previous period, but by the Middle Roman 1 era no 
sites occur north of the northern wadi group, suggesting the area’s links with the Amuq 
via overland routes passing through the wadi groups was more important than 
connections with Alexandreia to the north. 
 Little changed in the Alexandreia and Issus Plains in this era, as settlement 
continued along the overland route in the Alexandreia Plain as well as at Epiphaneia and 
two other sites in the Issus Plain.  
 
5.4 Concluding Summary 
All three regions of study had different demographic trajectories, which 
ultimately led to different configurations of settlement. The Seleucid Empire during the 
Early Hellenistic period was governed by capable and war-minded kings that enjoyed 
clear dynastic transitions and lengthy reigns. They also instituted a rigorous policy of city 
foundations in an attempt to unify a culturally and ethnically diverse realm. The empire 
and its territorial holdings at its peak in the Early Hellenistic era was the second largest in 
its history. Settlement growth during the Middle Hellenistic period is undeniable, though 
this growth likely took time to develop and its trajectory may well have begun in part or 
whole during the Early Hellenistic period; until Early Hellenistic ceramics become more 
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visible in the archaeological record, the timing of this change will remain unclear. What 
is clear, however, is that this change was at some level linked with the significant 
territorial investments made by the early Seleucid kings, as seen in the founding of 
Rhosus and Alexandreia during the Early Hellenistic period and Epiphaneia in the Issus 
Plain during the Middle Hellenistic period. The founding of these cities demonstrates a 
deliberate strategy by the Seleucid kings to turn this largely rural region into an imperial 
hub by introducing the advantages of urbanity, including roads, running water, 
orthogonal grids, public buildings and spaces, etc. It should be noted that none of this is 
necessarily altruistic (and indeed is unlikely to be so); in fact these developments would 
have facilitated the work of imperial officials and tax collection. Whatever the underlying 
motivation, these urbanization policies resulted in perceptible settlement change. 
The Middle Hellenistic period was marked by a continuation of this assertive 
governance, as seen by the founding of new cities and, during the reign of Antiochus III, 
a peak in territorial growth, albeit not lasting long. The sparse settlement pattern of the 
Early Hellenistic period, which saw people living at select coastal locations and on 
occupation mounds in the Rhosus and Issus Plains, developed in the Middle Hellenistic 
era into a new landscape characterized by an expansion of settlement to sites with long 
histories of pre-Classical occupation (occupation mounds), newly occupied areas situated 
along routes connecting the plains to developed areas to the north and east, newly 
founded areas along routes used to exploit and transport natural resources, and areas 
within the plain and along the coast. It was also during this era that the increasingly 
assertive power of Rome was felt in this region, which affected Seleucid imperial policy 
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and holdings. Bookended by Rome to the west, Parthia to the east, and the Ptolemies to 
the south, the ability of the Seleucids to expand was curtailed. This situation may be a 
factor in the dynastic instability that surfaces at this time, following the death of 
Antiochus IV, although it should be noted that this does not appear to have affected 
regional settlement dynamics.  
In the Late Hellenistic era dynastic instability continued, spurred on in part by 
newly aggressive neighbors. At this time the settlement trajectories of the plains differ. In 
the Rhosus Plain, the Middle Hellenistic landscape remained in place during the Late 
Hellenistic era and into the Middle Roman 1 period. Similarly, little to no perceptible 
change occurred in the Alexandreia Plain during these periods. In the Issus Plain, 
however, a significant decline in settlement culminated in the Early Roman period with 
the abandonment of Kinet Höyük and with little settlement into the Middle Roman 1 
period. One potential explanation for the decline in the Issus Plain is geopolitical. 
Following the Treaty of Apamea in 188 BCE, which ceded Seleucid control of Asia 
Minor north and west of the Taurus Mountains, the western extent of Cilicia Pedias 
became the Seleucid Empire’s northwest frontier. While Antiochus III’s successors 
established cities in the western plain, including Epiphanea, settlement failed to rebound 
in the Late Hellenistic and Roman periods. City foundations appear to cease under the 
Late Hellenistic kings and, following the reign of Antiochus VII, the Parthians took 
Mesopotamia, with the result that the Seleucid realm was now confined to Syria. Rome’s 
authority in the region expanded at the expense of Seleucid autonomy, until the empire 
officially disappeared following the death of Philip II in 64 BCE. 
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While the Late Hellenistic era was a period of decline and degeneration for the 
Seleucids, the impacts on local communities and broader settlement dynamics are 
difficult to evaluate fully. City foundations provided smaller settlements with markets 
and outlet to the wider Mediterranean, conditions conducive to the exploitation of the 
region’s abundant situational advantages. The redrawing of Seleucid lands in 188 BCE 
may have affected those living in the Issus Plain, but it is notable nonetheless that the 
Alexandreia and Rhosus Plains saw a continuation of their respective settlement patterns 
at this time. Interestingly, it is in the Late Hellenistic period, an era that witnessed 
dramatic imperial decline, that settlement in the Rhosus Plain reached its flourit just as it 
seemingly collapsed in the Issus Plain. This paradoxical situation reaffirms the fact that 
settlement dynamics result from numerous factors and influences, including imperial 
phenomena and individual agency, as well as local factors both human and natural, and 
should only be studied and understood from the widest possible array of evidence 
available. 
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Appendix 1 
List of Surveyed Sites 
 
AP1.1 Paul Chammas Site Catalog 
AP1.1.1 Rhosus Plain 
PC1. Ahmadlie: ceramics, architectural remains, columns, and coins 
PC2. Ain Haramie: ceramics, architectural remains, and a tumulus nearby 
PC3. Akbar: ruins and ancient citadel (Tell el-Abed) to the south. The Arsuz-Antioch 
road passes through the site 
PC4. Al Houb: A large Alawite cemetery. Finds include a small column, a capital that 
was sent to the Antioch Museum, and a 95-line Greek inscription that records Augustus 
thanking the inhabitants of Rhosus for the honor they bestowed upon him (Chammas 
1931: 89). This inscription can be compared to another found at the “necropolis of 
Rhosus” by Henri Seyrig, the General Director of the Antiquities Service for Syria and 
Lebanon, in 1931 (Roussel 1934). The 93-line Greek inscription records Augustus 
granting citizenship to one Seleucus of Rhosus, among other things, and the stone 
measures 1.3 × 0.58 × 0.15 m. Because of its find spot and the dimensions of the stone, 
epigraphers argue that the inscription was originally affixed to Seleucus’ tomb (Roussel 
1934; Raggi 2004). 
PC5. Arab Guadik: fragmented mosaic remains 
PC6. Anonymous Akbar hill: A fortified site adjacent to Tell e-Abed.  
 191 
 
PC7. Anonymous city between Guljihan and Akbar?: Chammas excavated a small trench 
and discovered a Greek terracotta lamp, ceramics, and flat bricks. Notes that the site 
extends to the sea and is larger than Alexandreia. The survey and small sounding 
produced ancient and post-Christian remains.  
PC8. Arsuz: Chammas identifies the city as ancient Rhosus based on its size and material 
identified (Chammas 1931: 9). He concludes that Rhosus was larger than Alexandreia 
and built by the same founder. Four phases were identified: Greek, Roman, Byzantine, 
and Crusader. Finds include a large terracotta tub, 2 terracotta sarcophagi, 3 Greek 
inscriptions (not published), a statue bust, and a column cut like lace. 
PC9. Alkilsi?: An ancient town. 
PC10. Bekeuey: A modern cemetery overlays the site. Finds include ceramics, granite 
columns, a metal tray bearing an inscription (Chammas 1931: 94), and ancient ruins 
protected by a mysterious rooster. 
PC11. Guawl: ceramics, a millstone, a white column, and in 1913 a peasant discovered a 
large vessel with four handles. 
PC12. Guljihan: columns and field stone constructions. The Arsuz-Antioch road issues 
from the site. 
PC13. Kazan Kaya: a funnel shaped stone, ceramics, and mosaics nearby. 
PC14. Khaima Sakiss: a long inscription on a rock. 
PC15. Tell el-Abed: An ancient citadel overlooking Akbar. The site lies adjacent to 
Anonymous Akbar Hill across the valley overlooking the Arsuz-Antioch road. 
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AP1.1.2 Alexandreia Plain 
PC16. Akchay: ceramics, an altar, a small Seleucid city, Crusader remains. 
PC17. Alexandretta: Ancient Alexandreia ad Issum. The site is situated on the southern 
hills of modern Iskenderun and was the focus of Chammas’ excavations. 
PC18. Alexandreia Scabiosa: An ancient town stretching from the sea to Soufoun-
Kechla. 
PC19. Anonymous Site: Ancient remains on a hill between Narguizlik and Soufoun-
Kechla 500 m to the west. 
PC20. Arab Darassi: architectural remains 
 
AP1.1.3 Issus Plain 
PC21. Alexandreia Kata-Isson: Chammas believes the ancient remains below the modern 
city of Sari-Saki is Alexandreia Kata-Isson (Chammas 1931: 69). Scholars now believe 
that Chammas’ Alexandretta is ancient Alexandreia Kata-Isson. 
PC22. Issus: Chammas believes the ancient remains of Issus lay near the modern city of 
Kara-Ilan (Chammas 1931:69). Remains include two almost spherical docks with 
openings of about 200m facing the sea, large constructions near the harbor with one 
preserving two superimposed mosaics, a small arched construction made with small 
stones, thick walls at the sea, a grave stone depicting two people standing upright and one 
holding a small bag-like object and the other a long spear and dagger at his side. Recent 
work, however, suggests that ancient Issus was located at Kinet Höyük. 
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AP1.1.4 Amanus Mountains 
PC23. Achemechak: Northwest of the modern village, an ancient fortification wall, a 
tower, columns, water pipes, grinding stones, and tombs. 
PC24. Atik: ancient cemetery, gold, copper, coins (Athenian and Seleucid), a citadel, a 
cistern (pre-Roman), mosaics, and fortification walls. 
PC25. Baktachli: petroglyphs, an Armenian church, ancient walls, tombs, and a fortress. 
PC26. Beylan: The site has three ancient monuments: a bath, a mosque, and a khan, all of 
which Chammas attributes to the Achaemenid period. The Khan measures 3.5 × 27 × 8 
m. The bath measurements are as follows: the first room is 6.2 × 9.1 m, the second room 
measures 6 × 3.7 m, and the third room measures 8 × 8 m. The mosque measures 16.4 × 
9.4 × 8.5 m with wall thickness averaging 1.6 m (Chammas 1931: 91–92). 
PC27. Dada Tchinar: ancient walls. 
PC28. Fink: a round fortress built with large stones and mortar and columns. 
PC29. Gumucholouk: ancient walls, 3 columns, ceramic water pipes. 
PC30. Jinlanli Baneci: life-sized statues, fortifications, marble sarcophagus with a Greek 
inscription, 10-line Greek inscription. 
PC31. Kermesi Tarla: In the middle of the vines: ceramic debris, open funerary caves, an 
ancient canal system repaired by the Turks. 
PC32. Kezelija-Olouk: ancient walls 1m thick. 
PC33. Koja Bagtcha: ancient walls. 
PC34. Kotcha-Boghaz: ancient walls and a square shaped construction. 
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PC35. Kourjoulouk: architectural remains, a tomb with a complete skeleton of a giant 
man, ruined “temple.” 
PC36. Kumur-Tchoukour: basalt orthostat measuring 1.13 × .65 × .32 m, a temple on an 
east/west orientation, columns, Greek inscription with 6 lines, a mausoleum, tombs 
(Chammas 1933: 13–16). 
PC37. Kurdbagh: A modern village with ancient remains, finds include funerary caves 
many of which are unopened, coins, terracotta water system, a cave named Kelinjili 
Maghara with two crossed swords at its entrance, a funnel with a rectangular-shaped 
stone measuring ca. 2 × 1 m at its opening, ceramics, mosaic fragments. 
PC38. Nichanli-Kaya: A “temple” like structure constructed with large stones built on a 
steep slope. Chammas suggests that it is an Assyrian-Achaemenid construction. 
PC39. Pagras: A citadel with 12 large cut stone arches, four floors, a large room with a 
terracotta canal system. 
PC40. Saket-Moyen: ceramic water pipes, millstone, a white column, north of the village 
on a steep mountain there is evidence of an ancient fortress. 
PC41. Saylak: 30 sections of columns. 
PC42. Soghanlik: marble-like stone with a channel carved in the center measuring 2 × 1 
× 0.30 m. 
PC43. Soutché-Kaghé: east of the village there are 2 ceramic water pipes and a millstone 
measuring 0.60 in width. 
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AP1.2: Seton-Williams Site Catalog  
AP1.2.1 Rhosus Plain 
SW1. Arsuz: ancient Rhosus, extensive trace of ancient settlement (tiles and stones) on 
both sides of the İskenderun-Arsuz road, 6–8 kilns on the beach north of the modern city, 
no mound, no pre-Hellenistic remains. Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW2. Çokmeydan: site bisected by the Iskenderun-Arsuz road, 11.5 km northeast of 
Arsuz, very low mound with late building remains. Date: Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW3. Höyuk Köy: 5 km southeast of Arsuz, small mound 10 m high, numerous springs, 
most Roman remains. Date Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW4. Seyithidirmerkadi: On the west side of the İskenderun-Arsuz road 3.5 km north of 
Arsuz, site situated on a natural bluff 15 m high, covered with tiles and building remains. 
Date: Hellenistic–Byzantine. 
 
AP1.2.2 Alexandreia Plain 
SW5. Ada Tepe I: site on a large cape primarily on the west side of the İskenderun-Arsuz 
road, large settlement, mosaic pavement, a thick layer of tiles, pottery. Date Hellenistic–
Roman. 
SW6. Karaağaç: site is situated east of the Karaağaç approximately 7 km southwest of 
İskenderun, small mound 6–7 m high. Date: Hittite, Hellenistic, Roman. 
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AP1.2.3 Issus Plain 
SW7. Güze Han/Epiphaneia: west of modern Erzin, large site with a castle and settlement 
surrounding it, columns, bricks, tiles, large aqueduct, coins, no Hellenistic material found 
(but suggests its presence). Date: Roman, Late Roman, Byzantine, and Islamic. 
SW8. Kinet Hüyük: ancient Nicopolis (?), square flat-topped mound measuring 20 m in 
height, pottery, most impressive mound in the region. Date: Middle Bronze, Hellenistic, 
Roman, Byzantine. 
SW9. Payas: ancient Baiae, 19 km north of İskenderun, harbor site, columns, dressed 
stones, architecture, castle, no pre-Hellenistic remains. Date: Hellenistic–early 19th 
century CE. 
 
AP1.2.4 Anazarbus Plain 
SW10. Ada Tepe II: site situated south of the Ceyhan-Osmaniye road 7km east of 
Ceyhan on a natural outcrop, large conical mound 20 m high. Date Chalcolithic–
Byzantine (no Early Bronze material). 
SW11. Ala Punar: site lies 13 km southeast of Kozan near a small stream, a medium 
sized mound 20 m high. Date Middle Bronze–Roman. 
SW12. Anberinharki: a large mound 10 m high 4.5 km south of Kadirli, stone 
foundations. Date: Chalcolithic–Medieval (no Middle Bronze material). 
SW13. Ayas I: site situated 23 km south of Ceyhan, two large hills pottery, tile, signal 
tower, rock-cut tombs date to the Hellenistic period, no pre-Hellenistic material. Date: 
Hellenistic–Byzantine. 
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SW14. Boz Hüyük: one of the largest mounds in the northern plain, 15 km west of 
Toprakkale, two mounds, pottery thickly scattered on one of the mounds. Date: 
Chalcolithic–Islamic. 
SW15. Cebra Hüyük: site is north of the Ceyhan-Kadirli road, small oval mound 10 m 
high, no water in the immediate vicinity of the site. Date: Middle Bronze–Islamic. 
SW16. Ceyhan II: low mound measuring 3–4 m high 1 km north of Ceyhan, now covered 
by a Moslem cemetery. Date: Middle Bronze–Hellenistic (no Iron Age material). 
SW17. Ceyhan III: low mound measuring 7 m high 1 km north of Ceyhan, cut stones. 
Date: Chalcolithic and Hellenistic. 
SW18. Çatal Hüyük I: site lies 15 km southwest of Kadirli, low irregular mound. Date: 
Hittite, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW19. Çatal Hüyük II: site lies within the modern village of Çatal Hüyük c. 16 km north 
of Ceyhan, 7 m tall mound, pottery, tile, terra sigillata. Date: Roman. 
SW20. Çukur Körprü: low mound measuring 3–4 m high 15 km southeast of Kozan. 
Date: Chalcolithic, Hittite, Roman. 
SW21. Domuz Tepe: site is approximately 35 km southwest of Misis, large mound 20 m 
high, pottery. Date: Chalcolithic–Medieval. 
SW22. Eşkiler: a mound 6 m high approximately 19 km northeast of Ceyhan, stone lion. 
Date: Early Bronze, Hittite, Hellenistic. 
SW23. Fenni Kreç Hüyügü: mound 7 km east of Misis, partly covered by modern graves. 
Date: Late Bronze Age and Roman. 
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SW24. Geçemey Hüyük: low mound stretching east/west 27 km northeast of Ceyhan, 
additional smaller mound 10 m high, pottery. Date: Early Bronze, Hittite, Sub-
Mycenaean, Hellenistic–Islamic. 
SW25. Hacilari Bruan Çiftlik: large mound 1 km south of Ceyhan, pottery. Date: 
Chalcolithic, Iron Age, Roman, Byzantine. 
SW26. Hamzali Buran Çiftlik: 18 km southeast of Ceyhan, small mound 6 m high. Date: 
Early Bronze, Hittite, Hellenistic. 
SW27. Hesigin Tepe: Near north entrance of Misis Dağ, medium size conical mound 15 
m high, pottery. Date: Early Bronze, Hittite, Mycenaean, Iron Age, Attic, Persian, 
Roman. 
SW28. Imam Oğlu: 30 km northeast of Adana, small mound 7 m high, pottery, site 
visited by the Neilson Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55). Date: Early Bronze, Iron Age, 
Hellenistic (now missing), Byzantine. 
SW29. Islamkadi Çiftlik: site lies 5 km south of Ceyhan, low mound 1.5 m high, pottery, 
ceramic stamp seal. Date: Hittite, Mycenaean IIIc, Iron Age, Hellenistic–Byzantine. 
SW30. Islamoğlu: 20 km northeast of Ceyhan, low mound measuring 5 m in height, roof 
tiles, building debris, column bases. Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW31. Karatepe: site lies 22 km north of Osmaniye, site excavated by Istanbul 
University Expedition under Bossert and Alkım (Bossert and Çambel 1946), buildings, 
friezes, inscriptions. Date: Iron Age–Roman. 
SW32. Karpusi Hüyügü: 26 km east of Ceyhan, low mound 5 m high, pottery, stamped 
Rhodian amphora handle. Date: Iron Age–Roman. 
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SW33. Kizil Hüyük: site lies 15 km southwest of Kadirli, low mound 6 m high. Date: 
Early Bronze, Hittite, Roman. 
SW34. Koça Köy: Near a stream. Date: Hellenistic. 
SW35. Küçük Çiftlik: 12 km northeast of Ceyhan, small mound approximately 12 m 
high, pottery, imported sherds, main occupation dates to the Iron Age. Date: Hittite, Iron 
Age, Roman. 
SW36. Küçük Mankit: small double mound 6 km north of Ceyhan. Date: Late Bronze 
Age and Roman. 
SW37. Kürt Osman Çiftlik: approximately 5 km southeast of Ceyhan, small mound 4 m 
high, cut limestone blocks, tiles, pottery. Date: Iron Age–Hellenistic. 
SW38. Mahmut Efendi: site lies 18 km northeast of Ceyhan, tiles, stones, pottery, all 
scattered over approximately two acres. Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW39. Mercin: large mound 20 m high 3 km north of Ceyhan, pottery, site visited by the 
Neilson Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55). Date: Hittite–Roman. 
SW40. Minareli Hüyük: site is situated 7 km north of Toprakkale on a basalt outcrop, 
conical hill 40 m high, ruined basalt buildings. Date: Chalcolithic–Islamic. 
SW41. Molla Ahmet: 6 km northeast of Ceyhan, low mound 5 m high, scattered dressed 
limestone blocks, obsidian blades. Date: Chalcolithic–Late Bronze, Iron Age, Hellenistic, 
Roman, Byzantine. 
SW42. Mustafa Alinin Hüyügü: mound with no painted wares. Date: Early Bronze, Late 
Hittite, Hellenistic, Roman. 
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SW43. Pascu Hüyügü: 20 km northeast of Ceyhan, medium sized mound 10 m high, flint, 
obsidian blades, painted torch holder. Date: Chalcolithic, Early Bronze, Late Bronze, 
Hellenistic–Roman, Islamic. 
SW44. Pekmezli Hüyügü II: site lies 10 km northeast of Ceyhan, mound, column base, 
well, cut limestone blocks. Date: Chalcolithic, Late Hittite, Hellenistic, Roman, 
Byzantine. 
SW45. Seliman Hüyügü: settlement site with many small mounds, extensive ruins and 
cut stones, bases, tiles, pottery. Date Roman, Late Roman, Byzantine. 
SW46. Sirkeli: 5 km west of Ceyhan, large mound, pottery, graves, pits, Greek imports, 
site examined by the Neilson Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55, 64–66, 1938: 20–23). Date: 
Chalcolithic–Roman. 
SW47. Sis: also known as Kozan, 65 km northeast of Adana. Date: Roman, Late Roman, 
Armenian. 
SW48. Soyali Hüyügü: near entrance to Misis Dağ, large conical mound over 30 m high, 
basalt architecture, main occupation appears to be Hittite. Date: Middle Bronze, Hittite, 
Mycenaean IIIc, Iron Age, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine. 
SW49. Sultan Tepe: 24 km east of Ceyhan, conical mound 12 m high, stone foundations, 
fortifications. Date: Chalcolithic–Roman (no Early Bronze material). 
SW50. Tahta Hüyük: site is 4 km southwest of Ceyhan, low mound 1–2 m tall, cut 
stones. Date: Iron Age, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW51. Taşli Hüyük: 15 km southeast of Kozan, low mound. Date: Late Hittite, 
Hellenistic, Roman, Islamic. 
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SW52. Tatarli Hüyügü: site is 9 km northwest of Toprakkale on a basalt outcrop, large 
mound approximately 35 m high, large rectangular basalt blocks, flint, evidence of 
ancient quarrying. Date: Neolithic, Chalcolithic, Hittite, Assyrian, Hellenistic, Byzantine. 
SW53.Tepesidelik: 11 km northeast of Ceyhan, medium sized mound 15 m high. Date: 
Early Bronze, Hittite, Roman. 
SW54. Tilan Hüyük: 16 km southeast of Kozan, large mound 40 m tall built on a natural 
outcrop, surface covered with fallen stones, thick deposit of Iron Age painted wares, site 
visited by the Neilson Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55). Date: Chalcolithic–Hellenistic. 
SW55. Vesli Hüyük: site is 8 km south of Ceyhan, low ridge, lettered with Roman tiles. 
Date: Mycenaean, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW56. Yarim Hüyük: site lies 17 km northeast of Ceyhan, mound bisected by a river 
channel, site visited by the Neilson Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55). Date: Chalcolithic, 
Middle Bronze, Hittite, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW57. Yeniköy II: 20 km south of Ceyhan, small mound with a terrace on the west side, 
small church at the base. Date: Early Bronze–Roman. 
SW58. Yilan Kilse: town site 8 km northwest of Ceyhan, ruins, Byzantine church, castle. 
Date: Hittite, Roman, Byzantine. 
SW59. Yolasan Hüyük: 12 km southwest of Kadirli, low mound 7 m tall. Date: 
Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW60. Yumurtalık Hüyük: on the coast approximately 30 km south of Ceyhan, mound 
10 m high, no pre-Roman material was found. Date: Hellenistic (?), Roman. 
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AP1.2.5 Tarsus Plain 
SW61. Adana Tepebağ: site located within the city of Adana near the museum, mound. 
Date: Hellenistic, Roman, Islamic. 
SW62. Akbeyli Çiftlik: small mound 3 m high 14 km southeast of Adana, pottery, bones, 
tiles. Date: Roman–Medieval. 
SW63. Alicizin Çiftlik: 14 km northeast of Karataş, low mound approximately 2 m tall. 
Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW64. Alyahanun: 19 km southwest of Adana, large sandy mound 20 m high, partially 
covered by a Moslem cemetery. Date: Chalcolithic–Roman. 
SW65. Bebeli: site lies 11 km northeast of Karataş, a series of low mounds, dressed 
stones, columns, tomb without benches, stone blocks from a bridge, few pre-Roman 
remains, primary occupation was Roman. Date: Hellenistic, Roman–Byzantine. 
SW66. Camili: south of Adana, mound. Date: Middle Bronze, Hittite, Hellenistic, 
Byzantine (no Roman material). 
SW67. Çagnar: west of the Karataş-Adana road, large mound 12 m high, pottery. Date: 
Middle Bronze, Iron Age, Attic, Hellenistic, Late Roman, Islamic. 
SW68. Çanakci Çiftlik I: west of the Karataş-Adana road, medium size mound 8 m tall, 
material spread over a large area. Date: Iron Age–Roman. 
SW69. Çaputcu Hüyük: 19 km southwest of Adana, large mound 6–7 m tall, roof tiles, 
building debris. Date: Middle Bronze–Hittite, Hellenistic. 
 203 
 
SW70. Dervişli: approximately 24 km southwest of Adana, low mound 7 m high, 
obsidian, pottery. Date: Chalcolithic, Early Bronze, Hittite, Iron Age, Attic, Hellenistic, 
Roman. 
SW71. Dikili Hüyük: site lies 10 km west of Adana, small mound 5 m tall. Date: Hittite, 
Iron Age, Hellenistic. 
SW72. Domuz Hüyük: 30 km southeast of Adana, small mound, examined by Goldman 
(1935). Date: Chalcolithic, Middle Bronze, Hittite, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW73. Domuz I: south of Domuz Hüyük, one of a series of small mounds, 7 m tall. Date: 
Early Bronze, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW74. Domuz II: southwest of Domuz Hüyük, small site consisting of two small 
mounds. Date: Late Bronze, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW75. Domuz III: near Domuz Hüyük, small mound 3 m high. Date: Chalcolithic (?), 
Iron Age, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW76. Furlar: 25 km southwest of Misis, small mound 7 m tall. Date: Middle Bronze, 
Hellenistic. 
SW77. Gavur Köy: 25 km south of Adana, settlement site within the modern village, 
building debris, tile, pottery. Date: Mycenaean, Hellenistic, Roman. 
SW78. Haci Hassan I: west of the Adana-Karataş road, settlement site, pottery. Date: Iron 
Age, Hellenistic–Byzantine. 
SW79. Haci Hassan II: west of Haci Hassan I, settlement site. Date: Hellenistic. 
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SW80. Incirlik: 9 km east of Adana, medium sized mound 7 m tall, site visited by the 
Neilson Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55). Date: Chalcolithic, Late Bronze, Iron, 
Hellenistic. 
SW81. Kabarsa: 35 km southwest of Adana, mound 10–12 m high, examined by 
Goldman (1935). Date: Early Bronze–Roman. 
SW82. Karaduvar I: 4 km east of Mersin, low mound covered by a modern cemetery. 
Date: Hellenistic–Late Roman. 
SW83. Karaduvar II: northeast of Karaduvar I, small mound. Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW84. Karataş: on the coast 35 km south of Adana, Roman settlement site, cemetery, 
Roman pottery, tiles. Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW85. Kesik: low mound 34 km south of Adana. Date: Roman. 
SW86. Kötüköy Çiftlik: small mound 3 m high. Date: Roman–Byzantine. 
SW87. Kürkçüler: 17 km east of Adana, large mound, site visited by the Neilson 
Expedition (Garstang 1937: 55). Date: Early Bronze–Byzantine (no Hittite material). 
SW88. Mersin: also known as Yümüktepe, 1.5 km northwest of Mersin, mound, visited 
and excavated by the Neilson Expedition in 1936–1939 and 1947–1948 (Garstang 1937: 
62–64, 1953). Date: Neolithic–Islamic. 
SW89. Mihmander Hüyügü: low mound 19 km from Karataş. Date: Roman–Byzantine. 
SW90. Misis: ancient Mopsuestia, large mound, pottery. Date: Chalcolithic–Byzantine. 
SW91. Mursel: 28 km southeast of Tarsus, mound 6 m tall, cut blocks. Date: Hellenistic–
Roman, Byzantine. 
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SW92. Nerğis: 15 km northeast of Karataş, low mound 5 m tall, mostly pre-Roman 
occupation, ceramics. Date: Early Bronze, Hittite, Roman, Islamic.  
SW93. Orta Tepe: settlement on a rocky outcrop, rock-cut tombs. Date: Roman–Late 
Roman. 
SW94. Paşa Hüyügü I: 18 km southwest of Adana, two low mounds 3 m high. Date: 
Middle Bronze–Hittite, Iron Age, Hellenistic–Islamic. 
SW95. Paşa Hüyügü II: approximately 1 km southeast of Paşa Hüyügü I, mound 7–8 m 
tall with surrounding terrace. Date: Mound is Middle Bronze–Hellenistic, Terrace is 
Roman, Byzantine. 
SW96. Pekmezli Hüyügü I: site lies 17 km southeast of Adana, small mound. Date: 
Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW97. Soli Pompeiopolis: 11 km southwest of Mersin on the coast, low mound 7 m tall, 
aqueduct, Corinthian columns, ruined masonry, bricks. Date: Iron Age, Greek, 
Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine. 
SW98. Tarsus: also known as Gözlü Kule, large mound 25 m tall, excavated by Goldman 
(1950). Date: Neolithic, Chalcolithic–Islamic. 
SW99. Tenevardi I: west of the Adana-Karataş road, small mound 3 m tall, few Roman 
sherds, sickle blade, loom weights. Date: Chalcolithic–Iron Age, Hellenistic. 
SW100. Tenevardi II: near Tenevardi I, small mound 3–4 m tall, east Greek sherds. Date: 
Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, Islamic. 
SW101: Terkosan Hüyügü: necropolis for Kiziltahta, rock cut tombs. Date: Roman–
Byzantine. 
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SW102. Terliksiz: in a small village west of the Adana-Karataş road, small settlement. 
Date: Hellenistic–Roman. 
SW103. Tirmil Tepe: 2 km northeast of Mersin, flat-topped mound 12 m high, large 
stone structure. Date: Chalcolithic–Medieval. 
SW104. Yenice Hüyük: west of the Karataş-Adana road, mound 12 m tall with a terrace 
on one side. Date: Early Bronze Age–Hittite, Hellenistic (no Roman). 
SW105. Yenice Settlement: settlement under the modern village. Date: Roman. 
SW106. Yeniköy III: west of the Karataş-Adana road, small mound 4 m high. Date: Late 
Bronze Age, Iron Age, Roman–Medieval. 
SW107. Yolgeçen Hüyük: 11 km southwest of Adana, mound. Date: Iron Age–Roman. 
SW108. Zeytinli: 17 km from Adana, mound 20 m tall, site examined by Goldman 
(1950), Date: Early Bronze–Hellenistic. 
 
AP1.3 Sirkeli Höyük Survey 
AP1.3.1 Anazarbus Plain 
SHS1. Nr. 1: site measures 200 × 250 × 30 m, Iron Age (?) and Roman–early Islamic 
ceramics. 
SHS 2. Nr. 2: site measures 200 × 150 × 20 m, 2nd millennium BCE (Syrian), 1st 
millennium BCE, and Roman ceramics. 
SHS 3. Nr. 3: site measures 100 × 150 × 15 m, Early Iron Age and Roman ceramics. 
SHS 4. Nr. 4, Haç Höyük: site measures 300 × 150 × ca. 30 m, early Iron–Roman  
ceramics. 
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SHS 5. Nr. 6, Hamzalı: site measures 80 m across, Roman ceramics. 
SHS 6. Nr. 8, Hacılar Höyük: site measures 100 × 50 × 10 m, Roman–Islamic ceramics. 
SHS 7. Nr. 9, Kameroğlu Höyük: no published site dimensions, Iron Age–Roman 
ceramics. 
SHS 8. Nr. 10, Taş Höyük: site measures 300 m across and ca. 30 m high, Roman 
ceramics. 
SHS 9. Nr. 11: site measures 100 × 150 × ca. 20 m, Roman ceramics 
SHS H10. Nr. 12: site measures 100 × 50 × ca. 20 m, Roman ceramics. 
SHS 11. Nr. 18, Sivri Tepe: site measures 20 × 50 m, Roman and early Islamic ceramics. 
SHS 12. Nr. 20, Ekenler Çif: site measures 100 m across and 5 m high, Roman and early 
Islamic ceramics. 
SHS 13. Nr. 21, Tülek Höyük: site measures 100 m across and 25 m high, many stones, 
Roman and Islamic ceramics. 
SHS 14. Nr. 22, Atatepe: site measures 350 × 250 × ca. 45 m, 2nd millennium BCE, 
Roman, and Islamic ceramics. 
SHS 15. Nr. 23: site measures 200 m across and 35 m high, Roman ceramics. 
SHS 16. Nr. 25: site measures 80 m across, Roman and Islamic ceramics. 
SHS 17. Nr. 27, Höyük: small hill, Roman amphora sherds. 
 
AP1.3.2 Tarsus Plain 
SHS 18. Nr. 14, Körkçüler Höyük: site measures 100 × 150 × ca. 35 m, 2nd millennium 
BCE (Syrian) and Roman ceramics. 
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SHS 19. Nr. 15, Incirlik Höyük: site measures 100 m across and ca. 15 m high, Roman 
ceramics. 
SHS 20. Nr. 16: site measures 200 m across, ruins with many stones, Roman ceramics. 
SHS 21. Nr. 17, Friedhof: site measures 500 × 80 m across, graves, Roman and early 
Islamic ceramics. 
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Appendix 2  
 
Site Catalogue 
 
 
Rhosus Plain 
 
Site 1: Ancient Rhosus (Arsuz) (MS 31, 177, 178, 179), Figures AP2.1, AP2.2 
 
Site Description: Ancient Rhosus, modern Arsuz, is a coastal site situated on a cape. The 
site was surveyed in 2005 and 2008 and was assigned four different site numbers (31, 
177, 178, 179). At site 31, surveyors took note of building remains such as walls, 
mosaics, columns, stones, remains of a city wall, an ancient harbor, an aqueduct, and a 
necropolis with clay sarcophagi. Site 177 consists of a large mound located in the center 
of the modern city and constitutes part of Site 31. Today the mound is occupied by a 
military base, so access was difficult. Brief forays within the base yielded mainly 
Hellenistic and Roman pottery, while no evidence of earlier periods were found. Site 178 
is situated on a hill south of Site 177. Surveyors found rock cut tombs exposed on the 
hillside that had been apparently uncovered by recent construction in the area. Site 179 is 
situated on another hill south of Site 177. Disturbed tombs were discovered. Chammas 
and Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: PC 8, SW1). 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle 
Roman 1 
 
Early Hellenistic 
1 (MS/177/530/2): BG Tarsus Form 36 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
2 (MS/177/530/10): red-slipped hemispherical bowl 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 3 (MS/178/532/8): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 4 (MS/178/532/14): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 5 (MS/177/530/1): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 6 (MS/177/530/17): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
7 (MS/177/531/5): red-slipped kantharos handle, rim (cf. Tarsus Form 83) 
 8 (MS/177/531/24): NCF base 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF incurved rims, NCF base, NCF bowl base, 
NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 9 (MS/177/530/9): red-slipped mastos 
 10 (MS/177/531/31): BSP TA Type 1 
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 11 (MS/177/531/17): BSP TA Type 3 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP body sherds 
Late Hellenistic 
 12 (MS/177/531/27): ESA Hayes Form 20 
 13 (MS/177/531/6): ESA Hayes Form 20?  
14 (MS/178/532/2): ESA Hayes Form 20 
 15 (MS/177/531/18): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 16 (MS/177/530/8): ESA Hayes Form 15B  
 17 (MS/177/531/9): ESA Hayes Form 20 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 18 (MS/177/531/3): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA lagynos handles, ESA lagynos rims 
 
Early Roman 
19 (MS/177/531/2): ESA Hayes Form 28 
20 (MS/177/531/7): ESA Hayes Form 4B 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 21 (MS/177/530/49): ESA Hayes Form 51 
 
Unknown 
22 (MS/177/530/37): ESA flat base 
23 (MS/177/530/3): red-slipped overhanging grooved rim platter, Roman? 
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Site 2: (MS 102), Figure AP2.3 
 
Site Description: The site consists of an artifact scatter on a western terrace wall 
separating a field from the beach, possibly suggesting a secondary deposition. The site 
had two levels, which were divided by a terrace wall. A stream crossed the southwest 
side of the site and a road cut through the upper hillside where locals informed the team 
that tombs were discovered during its construction (site was designated number 103). A 
dense scatter of pot sherds, mainly roof tiles and possibly some ceramic sarcophagus 
pieces, architectural fragments with geometric decoration, two fragments of a 
Roman/Late Roman lamp, and mosaic fragments was discovered. Owing to the large 
number of sherds and little evidence of water wear, it is possible that some of the artifacts 
originated in the lower areas. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 24 (MS/102/433/3): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
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Site 3: (Kulenin Tepesi) (MS 96), Figures AP2.4, AP2.5 
 
Site Description: The site is a höyük and was pointed out to the survey team by a local 
man from Konacık. He found cremation burials at the site and in the 1990s another 
cremation burial, apparently dating to the 4th century and mostly likely from this site, was 
excavated by the Antakya Museum. The site was surveyed in 2006 and 2008. In 2006 
surveyors discovered pottery dating to the Classical periods and the Iron Age. 
Documented wares include an Aegean style cooking pot and a basket handle amphora 
(Achaemenid/Early Hellenistic). In 2008 surveyors made note of a quarrying cut on the 
western side of the höyük. The summit was under cultivation and divided into two 
plowed fields, which were separated by vegetation. The summit had the highest 
concentration of pottery and artifacts were sparse in unplowed areas, particularly on the 
western and southern slopes. Two lower terraces were left unsurveyed and the site 
boundaries were not identified for lack of time.  
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman 
 
Early Hellenistic 
 25 (MS96/521/1,2): BGAnt Antioch Form 43a 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 26 (MS/96/520/17): BG incurved rim bowl 
 27 (MS/96/520/10): BG incurved rim bowl 
 28 (MS/96/517/4): BG interior rim modelled bowl?, stance?, possible open lamp? 
29 (MS/96/518/43): red-slipped kantharos handle, rim 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 30 (MS/96/518/31): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 31 (MS/96/518/109): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
 32 (MS/96/518/25): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
 33 (MS/96/518/26): BGAnt Antioch Form 12a 
 34 (MS/96/518/89): NCF fish plate 
 35 (MS/96/518/27): NCF fish plate 
 36 (MS/96/518/51): NCF bowl base 
 37 (MS/96/518/111): NCF bowl base 
 38 (MS/96/518/83): NCF bowl base 
 39 (MS/96/518/73): NCF bowl base 
 40 (MS/96/518/un): NCF bowl base 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
41 (MS/96/518/113): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. No. 92 below; Tarsus 148,  
151, 152; Antioch Fig. 9 [no. 28], Fig. 10 [no. 3, 4, 6, 11], Fig. 12 [nos. 4, 
17], Fig. 15 [no.20]; Samaria Fig. 63 [no. 3]) 
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Late Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA hemispherical bowl  
(Hayes Form 18 or 19) 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 3, ESA Hayes Form 22B 
 
Early Roman 
 42 (MS/96/518/112): ESA Hayes Form 4B 
 43 (MS/96/518/68): ESA Hayes Form 4B 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1  
 44 (MS/96/518/88): ESA TA Type 13e 
 
Unknown 
 45 (MS/96/520/13): medium coarse bowl with everted rim with exterior grooves 
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Site 4: (MS 43), Figure AP2.6 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a dense concentration of roof tiles and pottery 
situated around a modern Alawite shrine to Alehyhusselem. It was surveyed in 2005 and 
2009. In 2005, specific pottery groups included basket handle amphora, a Roman 
mortarium, and Late Roman red ware. In 2009 surveyors noted cucumber fields, plowed 
fields, and a dry wadi around the hill. There was also a clay quarry that produced fine 
white clay. Soil quarrying also took place on the east and west sides of the slope, which 
caused some noticeable displacement of potsherds. Alluvial wash in certain fields further 
complicated surveying efforts. Ceramics were mostly concentrated on the summit, while 
there was a medium to sparse concentration of potsherds further downhill. The 
boundaries of the site appeared to be the wadi on the northeast side, the road on the east 
side, the quarry on the west side, and a point in the cucumber field on the south side. 
Visibility across the site ranged from good to poor.  
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP ring foot 
 
Late Hellenistic 
46 (MS/43/745/13): ESA Hayes Form 2B 
 
Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
47 (MS/43/742/2): ESA Hayes Form 60B 
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Site 5: (MS 195), Figure AP2.7 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a dense sherd scatter located near the modern 
village of Gozcüler in the Arsuz area, northeast of Site 4 (MS 43). Specific ceramic forms 
noted include roof tiles and ESA. Surveyors noted that the area was used for agriculture 
(lemon trees, grapes, olive trees, and other fruits). There was also a newly planted field 
near a lemon grove within the site. The border of the newly-planted field was overgrown 
with vegetation. A wall constructed with cut blocks was recorded on the eastern side of 
the site. The site was bordered roughly on the east, west, and south by irrigation channels. 
The northern side of the site may have extended farther, but vegetation was too thick to 
determine the northern boundary with certainty. According to field workers, one can find 
roof tiles 1 m below the surface. The owner informed the team that for the past 5 years, 
the fields have been used to grow lemon trees, but from the 1960s until 5 years ago, the 
fields produced tobacco. Before the 1960s, the fields grew wheat. Visibility ranged from 
good to poor. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 48 (MS/195/739/15): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
 49 (MS/195/740/1): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman 
50 (MS/195/739/61): ESA TA Type 19 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 51 (MS/195/739/5): ESA Hayes Form 33 
 
 222 
 
 
 223 
 
Site 6: (MS 192), Figure AP2.8 
 
Site Description: This site is defined by a sherd scatter consisting mostly of roof tiles and 
ESA. A large carved stone basin, likely an olive press, was also recorded. The site was 
situated in a forested area with many cut pine branches covering the ground. Visibility 
was poor. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 52 (MS/192/704/11): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
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Site 7: (MS 128), Figure AP2.9 
 
Site Description: The site was divided into eastern and western transects and each was 
surveyed separately. On the eastern side, the site consists of a light scatter of artifacts. 
Concentrations were higher in areas where the soil had been visibly disturbed. The 
eastern transect was abandoned before reaching the end of the scatter for lack of time. 
The eastern side was covered in stubble and cultivated fields. The western side had a 
dense concentration of artifacts that eventually decreased. After surveying a series of 
gardens, sherd densities picked up and fine wares and roof tiles were noticed. The 
western side of the site was covered with stubble fields and gardens. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 53 (MS/128/536/65): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 54 (MS/128/536/6): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 55 (MS/128/535/13): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
56 (MS/128/536/1B): ESA Hayes Form 3 
57 (MS/128/536/1A): ESA Hayes Form 22B 
58 (MS/128/535/2): ESA Hayes Form 22B 
 59 (MS/128/536/2): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
 60 (MS/128/535/52): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 61 (MS/128/535/31): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 62 (MS/128/535/12): ESA Hayes Form 5A 
63 (MS/128/535/20): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman 
 64 (MS/128//536/3): ESA TA Type 19 
 65 (MS/128/535/47): ESA Hayes Form 4B 
 
Middle Roman 1 
66 (MS/128/536/56): Pontic Sigillata rim (cf. Hayes Form VIII) 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 48 
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Site 8: (MS 42), Figure AP2.10 
 
Site Description: The site is located south of Arsuz on the border of an alluvial plain and 
hills with power lines running across the area. It was surveyed in 2005 and 2008. The 
2005 notes simply mention a dense concentration of roof tiles and pottery. In 2008, the 
site was covered with lemon trees and fallow fields. Large quantities of Hellenistic 
pottery were found with higher concentrations occurring on the southern side of the site. 
The presence of modern trash near the main road suggests the material was dumped here. 
The southern border of the site was not defined due to lack of time. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 67 (MS/42/523/12): ESA Hayes Form 18 
68 (MS/42/523/3): ESA Hayes Form 2B 
69 (MS/42/523/15): ESA Hayes Form 20 
70 (MS/42/523/39): ESA Hayes Form 2B 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 71 (MS/42/523/43): ESA Hayes Form 3 
72 (MS/42/523/113): ESA TA Type 19 
 73 (MS/42/523/21): ESA TA Type 19 
 
Early Roman 
 Additional Diagnostic Forms: ESA Hayes Form 26A 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 74 (MS/42/523/8): ESA Hayes Form 40C 
75 (MS/42/523/45): ESA Hayes Form 35 or 36 
 76 (MS/42/523/63): ESA Hayes Form 35 or 36  
77 (MS/42/523/28): ESA Hayes Form 35 or 36 
 78 (MS/42/523/57): ESA Hayes Form 35 
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Site 9: (Kastel) (MS 154), Figure AP2.11 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a hill slope and was pointed out by a local guide. 
The area has been recently plowed and several apricot and lemon trees were found 
throughout the site. Locals were suspicious of the survey team because antiquities 
collectors frequent the area. One of the local guides carried a rifle. Identified ceramic 
forms include roof tiles, large storage vessels, and fine wares. The presence of a press 
stone and large stone with beam grooves suggest local olive oil production. Artifact 
densities were moderate throughout the site. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF incurved bowl rims, NCF body sherds 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 79 (MS/154/497/9): ESA Hayes Form 3 
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Site 10: (MS 166), Figure AP2.12 
 
Site Description: The site is situated in an agricultural field with a simple mudbrick 
dwelling. The survey team was led to the site by two local informants. The presence of 
crops, crates, and the dwelling suggest a small modern farmstead. There were many 
cobble sized rocks strewn throughout the site and ESA, roof tiles, and some coarse wares 
were collected. Visibility was moderate due to all the low lying crops. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1  
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic  
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP body sherds 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 80 (MS/166/498/4): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA lagynos handle 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 81 (MS/166/498/21): ESA Hayes Form 37 
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Site 11: (Bulgurlu) (MS 149), Figure AP2.13 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a hill next to a small dirt road. The hill is 
currently used for apricot production and has several irrigation ditches and two terrace 
walls. Finds include large quantities of roof tiles, storage vessels, lower densities of 
finewares, and cut stones. According to two locals a large decorated stone was removed 
from the site and taken to the museum. Visibility was moderate due to the presence of tall 
grass and plowed fields. 
 
Date: Middle Roman 1 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 82 (MS/149/496/9): ESA Hayes Form 37 
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Site 12: (Yanan Taş) (MS 123), Figure AP2.14 
 
Site Description: The site is located in the mountains at a location where a flame, fed by 
an emission of natural gas, continuously burns. It is on a steep slope with a ledge where 
one can view the flame coming out of the rocks. Roof tiles and pottery were collected on 
the flat area above the flame. A small number of sherds were collected on the slope 
below the flame, but it is likely they originated above. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
83 (MS/123/457/4): Hellenistic mold-made bowl, stance? (cf. Tarsus Form 326) 
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Site 13: (Tell el-Abd) (MS 118), Figure AP2.15 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a pottery scatter on a hill top and slopes. The areas 
surveyed included the eastern slope, the summit, and the lower summit located beyond a 
small saddle to the south. The site was located with the aid of two locals from Üçgüllük 
who accompanied the team to the summit. The locals told the team about a legend 
regarding the hill. Before the time of Alexander, the villagers buried their weapons on the 
hill and a giant named Abd protects the hill as a guardian spirit. Pottery was visible close 
to the base and a number of looter pits (>5) were visible on the summit. Arabs call the 
village nearby Achbar. Chammas visited and described this site (Appendix 1: PC3). 
Visibility was good on the slope and generally on the summit, except for small thickets 
with fennel and thistles. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic 
  
Late Hellenistic 
 84 (MS/118/450/82B): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 85 (MS/118/450/25B): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
86 (MS/118/450/42A): ESA Hayes Form 2 
 87 (MS/118.450/40A): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 88 (MS/118/450/2B)” ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 18 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 89 (MS/118/450/77B): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
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Site 14: (Uçgülük [Akbar] Höyük) (MS 121), Figure AP2.16 
 
Site Description: The site is a small höyük surrounded by agricultural fields. Its location 
was indicated to the team by two locals from Üçgüllük. One of the locals told the team 
about a local legend. The villagers believe that this hill is protected by a rooster with 
magical powers who crows about 4am. It has not been seen for about 20 years, though 
older people claim to have seen it. The local said the rooster may be guarding a treasure. 
The site was surveyed in three separate areas, the summit, slopes, and base. A large cut 
was present on the slope, which was probably made for agricultural purposes. A large 
concentration of sherds was seen sticking out from the exposed hill side. Among the 
pottery found in this cut was a complete basket handle. During survey efforts a 
chronological pattern emerged: on the summit surveyors found mostly Roman and 
Hellenistic pottery, on the slopes Achaemenid, and at the base Iron II and Early Bronze 
II–III pottery. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Middle Hellenistic 
 90 (MS/121/455/7B): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 91 (MS/121/455/10B): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
92 (MS/121/455/9B): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. No. 41 above; Tarsus  
Form 148, 151, 152; and Antioch Fig. 9 [no. 28], Fig. 10 [no. 3, 4, 6, 11], Fig. 12 
[nos. 4, 17], Fig. 15 [no.20]; Samaria Fig. 63 [no. 3]) 
93 (MS/121/454/3): BSP TA Type 4 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP base 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 94 (MS/121/455/31B): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 95 (MS/121/455/17B): ESA Hayes Form 22B 
 96 (MS/121/455/19B): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 97 (MS/121/455/11B): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 22B 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 98 (MS/121/455/23B): ESA Hayes Form 48 
 99 (MS/121/455/25B): ESA Hayes Form 37A 
 
Unknown 
 100 (MS/121/454/6): medium coarse plate with interior red slip 
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Site 15: (Dalbaz Höyük) (MS 135), Figure AP2.17 
 
Site Description: The site is a höyük under cultivation. Plowing and the excavation of 
irrigation ditches, especially on the north side, have brought roof tiles, pottery, and 
architectural material to the surface. Two locals informed the team that there were illegal 
excavations in the area and a large bronze statue was looted from a mortuary context. 
During survey efforts a chronological pattern emerged: pre-Classical remains, especially 
Achaemenid, were concentrated on the summit; the southern slopes had material dating 
to various periods; the lower slopes and plain had Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine 
material; and there were very high concentrations of Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine 
material on the southeastern side of the höyük. Visibility at the site was good. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds, NCF plate bases, NCF incurved  
rim, NCF everted rim fish plate 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 101 (MS/135/465/45): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 1, ESA Hayes Form 19B, ESA  
Hayes Form 18, ESA Hayes Form 20 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 102 (MS/135/465/59): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman 
 103 (MS/135/465/1): ESA Hayes Form 4B inscribed plate 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA TA Type 19 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 45 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 104 (MS/135/465/50): ESA Hayes Form 37 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 51, ESA Hayes Form 36 
 
Unknown 
 105 (MS/135/465/80): low red-slipped base, Middle Roman? 
 106 (MS/135/465/73): red-slipped plate with vertical line rouletting, Middle  
Roman? 
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Site 16: (Deli Tepe) (MS 136), Figure AP2.18 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a hill top adjacent to Site 15 (MS 135). Modern 
land use included the cultivation of olives. Artifact densities remained fairly consistent 
throughout the top of the hill and notable finds included Middle Bronze Age pottery and 
a stone mold (of pre-Classical date) used for casting metal objects. Visibility was very 
good throughout the site. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
  
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 107 (MS/136/467/12): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
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Site 17: (Çatalbent) (MS 138), Figure AP2.19 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a small hill currently used for olive cultivation. A 
local farmer pointed out the site. A dirt road cut across the top of the hill and an irrigation 
channel ran along the west side at the base. The source of the water was unknown and 
three tributary streams flowed into the river near this site. A havuz at the top of the hill 
was built with rocks and many large sarcophagi pieces. Several looter pits were located 
on the south side of the road at the top of the hill. Sarcophagus fragments and human 
remains were found in and around the pits. Artifact densities were high on the west slope 
and up to the top. Sarcophagi pieces were abundant. Roof tile densities were low and 
concentrated on the western and northern slopes. The southern and eastern slopes had 
very low density of sherds. The tombs may have been found when the road was built.  
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic  
 108 (MS/138/470/29): BSP TA Type 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 109 (MS/138/470/50): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 110 (MS/138/470/8): ESA TA Type 13b 
  
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman  
111 (MS/138/470/17): ESA TA Type 13c 
 112 (MS/138/470/43): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
113 (MS/138/470/15): ESA TA Type 14a 
114 (MS/138/470/47): ESA Hayes Form 25 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 115 (MS/138/470/48): ESA Hayes Form 37A 
 116 (MS/138/470/1A): ESA Hayes Form 37B 
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Site 18: (MS 142), Figure AP2.20 
 
Site Description: The site surrounds a low hill with a modern cemetery on the summit. It 
was located with the aid of a local named Ali. The top of the hill was uncultivated and a 
field to the south was plowed. Two roads ran below the hill and another down the slope 
through the site. A cut in the slope just below the road revealed 1–2 m of brown soil, 
which had dense pottery remains. A second lower cut revealed topsoil and was severely 
eroded with little cultural material. A third cut was found and was similar to the second. 
The hill slopes were worked up and agricultural terraces were present and used for olive 
cultivation. A small wadi ran north of the terraces and was full of rocks and pottery. Ali’s 
family is buried here (grandfather, father, and children) and he informed the team that 25 
cm below the surface there is a large mosaic, which was found when burying the 
deceased. Roof tiles and pottery occurred in a dense concentration on the summit and 
many complete roof tiles were found. Artifact densities on the slopes were not as large as 
those on the summit. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 117 (MS/142/475/10): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman 
 118 (MS/142/475/2): ESA TA Type 19 
  
Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 54 
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Site 19: (Seyithızır 2 Merkadi) (MS 33), Figure AP2.21 
 
Site Description: The site is an Alawite shrine with ancient remains on the coast. It was 
surveyed in 2005 and 2008. In 2005, the site at the beach was damaged by a bulldozer. 
Marble slab fragments, roof tiles, and pottery were concentrated at the beach. A number 
of walls were also exposed here. The site continued farther inland around the area of the 
modern shrine with concentrations of roof tiles and pottery. In 2008, the site was 
surveyed in two sections: the field extending from the modern shrine to the beach and the 
beach. The team discovered dense concentrations of roof tiles and pottery in both the 
field and beach. The site description notes that they were pressed for time and would 
return at a later date. During the 2008 visit, the team interviewed a German man who was 
visiting the shrine. The shrine was dedicated to Şih Sabahattin, a companion to Moses 
who helped him communicate with God. There are apparently 366 such shrines in the 
area. Animal bones are visible in the vicinity of the shrine, probably the result of animal 
sacrifice. Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: SW4). 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Late Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 2B 
 
Early Roman 
 119 (MS/33/504/36): ESA Hayes Form 28? 
 120 (MS/33/503/7): ESA TA Type 19 
 
Middle Roman 1 
121 (MS/33/504/17): ESA Hayes Form 109 
 
Unknown 
122 (MS/33/70/7): ESA strainer 
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Site 20: (Gökmeydan 3) (MS 172), Figure AP2.22 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a concentration of artifacts in a recently plowed 
field near the coast. Artifact concentrations were denser in the western and northern 
sections. The site was near a modern trash pit where a cut on the north side had a high 
density of sherds. The artifacts continued to the beach. In the cut of the garbage pit there 
were 5 or 6 clearly visible walls and a thick plaster floor between two of the walls. 
Several roof tiles were noted above and below the plaster floor. Those below were part of 
the floor’s construction, while those above were the result of collapse/destruction. The 
periphery of the site consisted mainly of roof tiles. The team also walked east along the 
coast to identify site boundaries and found the remains of ancient walls 1–1.5 m high. 
They also discovered an ancient pillar lying in a garden of a residence. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 123 (MS/172/507/3): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 34  
 
Middle Roman 1 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 36 
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Site 21: (Gökmeydan) (MS 125), Figure AP2.23 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on an alluvial plain and was divided by a major 
east/west highway running. It was flat with almost no elevation. The site was surveyed in 
two sections, north of the road and south of the road. Artifact densities on the south side 
decreased the farther the surveyors walked and eventually terminated approximately 20 
m from the road. On the north side of the road, artifact densities stopped approximately 
350 m from the road. Artifact types included roof tiles, coarse wares, and a few fine 
wares. Visibility across the site was poor because of fennel fields. Seton-Williams also 
surveyed the site (Appendix 1: SW2). 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Middle Roman 2 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 124 (MS/125/501/2): BGAnt Antioch Form 79a 
  
Late Hellenistic 
 125 (MS/125/499/3): ESA Hayes Form 2B 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 126 (MS/125/499/16): ESA TA Type 13c 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 22B 
 
Middle Roman 2 
127 (MS/125/501/1): ESA Hayes Form Antonine f 
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Site 22: (Gülçihan 1) (MS 110), Figure AP2.24 
 
Site Description: The site began at the beach and sloped upward. It was difficult to define 
its boundaries. Low artifact density scatters with pockets of higher density dispersed 
throughout the site. Notable finds included Cypriot Geometric pottery, a flint blade, Early 
Bronze pottery, and ESA. Dried vegetation in certain areas made visibility difficult. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Early Hellenistic 
 128 (MS/110/1/21): BGAnt Antioch Form 43k 
129 (MS/110/1/19): BGAnt Antioch Form 10k 
130 (MS/110/1/16): BGAnt Antioch Form 10k 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 131 (MS/110/440/1): BG base  
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG down-turned rim fish plates, BSP base, BSP  
body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 132 (MS/110/1/15): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 133 (MS/110/440/2): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 134 (MS/110/1/5): BGAnt Antioch Form 76f 
 135 (MS/110/1/6): NCF fish plate 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 136 (MS/110/1/8A,8B): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. no. 292 below; Antioch  
Fig. 11 [nos. 19, 20]; Samaria Fig. 63 [no. 18]) 
 137 (MS/110/1/10): BSP TA Type 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 138 (MS/110/1/22): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
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Site 23: (Düzöğüren) (MS 146), Figure AP2.25 
 
Site Description: The site is located on a large low ridge north of Cengen Köy. The team 
was led to the site by a local who had visited the area as a child when he was a shepherd. 
At that time a Christian family lived in a house that stood on an ancient foundation. Most 
of the site consisted of fallow plowed fields with small areas recently burned off to the 
north and east. Another local said that many people visit the site with metal detectors. 
Artifacts were found throughout the site, with higher densities to the northwest along the 
ridgeline, where architectural fragments and a fragment of a Hellenistic mold-made bowl 
were found (I could not find this sherd when studying the material in 2013). Roof tiles 
and a number of handles were found throughout the site. Because of its size, the directors 
speculated that the site must be the location of a fairly sizable settlement, though it is not 
mentioned in the accounts of any previous travelers in the region. Visibility varied from 
good to bad. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 139 (MS/146/485/10): BG incurved rim bowl 
 140 (MS/146/485/12): BG interior rim modelled bowl 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG incurved rim bowl, BG everted rim 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 141 (MS/146/485/1): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF rounded rim with interior groove, NCF plate  
base, NCF body sherds 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 142 (MS/146/478/55): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 18 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 143 (MS/146/485/14): ESA Hayes Form 24 
144 (MS/146/478/5): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 145 (MS/146/478/11): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 
 258 
 
 
 259 
 
Site 24: (Kocadamı) (MS 148), Figure AP2.26 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a low ridge top near Kardelen Sitesi. The team 
was led to the site by a villager from Cengen Köy. On the east side there was a plowed 
area sloping downward where large sarcophagus fragments were found. This slope was 
covered with olive trees. Deep plowing seems to have damaged the site and it is unclear 
if it had been looted. Two large worked stones (ca. 1.5 m long), probably grave covers, 
were visible in western section where ESA was also collected.  
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 146 (MS/148/487/8): BG lid 
147 (MS/148/487/2): red-slipped everted rim plate (for shape cf. 128 above)  
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 148 (MS/148/487/4): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 149 (MS/148/487/6): ESA TA Type 19 
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Site 25: (MS 81), Figure AP2.27 
 
Site Description: The site is a concentration of pottery and roof tiles on a hill overlooking 
the plain. The soil is mixed with a white mortar like substance. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF bases, NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 150 (MS/81/163/10): BSP TA Type 1 
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Site 26 (MS 189), Figure AP2.28 
 
Site Description: This site is a dense sherd scatter across the road from an Alawite shrine. 
The area was made up of plowed and irrigated lemon groves. The site was intensively 
surveyed using 10 m circular collection units. Notable finds include many roof tiles, 
ESA, and cobblestones. Visibility was generally good throughout the site. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
151 (MS/189/694/5B): red-slipped carinated bowl (cf. Elaigne 2007: Fig. 13, No.  
537-6)  
152 (MS/189/670/1A): NCF bowl base 
153 (MS/189/693/1): NCF bowl base 
 
Late Hellenistic 
154 (MS/189/694/1): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
155 (MS/189/694/29): ESA Hayes Form 2B 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
156 (MS/189/693/11): ESA Hayes Form 4 
157 (MS/189/694/5A): ESA Hayes Form 4A  
158 (MS/189/694/26): ESA TA Type 19 
 
Middle Roman 1 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 37, ESA Hayes Form 39 
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Site 27: (Höyük Köy) (MS 32), Figure AP2.29 
 
Site Description: The site is a höyük on a spur in the foothills of the Amanus range. The 
site was surveyed in 2005 and 2008. In 2005, the survey team noted that archaeological 
remains were embedded in natural rock formations. Settlement remains, building 
material, roof tiles, and pottery were discovered on the summit and slopes and several 
nearby springs provided water. In 2008 the site was surveyed in five sections: the 
summit, middle-eastern slope, lower eastern slope, western slope, and the base. The 
summit was plowed and surveyors found the highest concentration of material on the 
eastern side. Roof tiles and pottery were found on the middle-eastern slope, but thick 
vegetation led to poor visibility. Irrigation ditches on the lower east slope exposed a 
number of roof tiles. The west slope was terraced and recently planted with olive trees. 
Few artifacts were found in this area, but three graves were discovered at the northern 
end of the west slope, two of which were almost completely covered by erosion. The 
remains of two walls were also noticed on the upper part of the slope towards the 
northern end. They were mostly covered by thrones and small bushes. The artifact 
densities dropped off near the base of the east and west slopes and the surrounding areas. 
However, densities near the western base were noticeably lower than those on the eastern 
side. The owner of the summit informed the team that many farmers have quarried soil 
from a nearby hill to redeposit on their fields, but this has apparently not been done on 
the höyük. Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: SW3). 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Early Hellenistic 
 159 (MS/32/526/99): BGAnt Antioch Form 12a 
 
Early/Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG base, BG fish plate 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF bases, NCF body sherds 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 4A, ESA Hayes Form 7 
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Site 28: (Madenli Central Cemetery) (MS 145) 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a hill with a modern cemetery. Artifact remains 
consisted of a pottery scatter on the east slope of the hill, most of which was roof tiles 
and ESA. The site was possibly the location of an isolated settlement/hamlet. Visibility 
was bad because the site was overgrown in a number of places and modern graves 
obscured most of the site. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman 
 
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF bowl base; Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA 
body sherds 
  
Site 29: (MS 120) 
 
Site Description: The site is located in a fennel field near Ekver. A local farmer led the 
team to the site and said that fennel was planted in fields during fallow years to replenish 
the soil. The farmer collected roof tiles from the site for use in making an oven. Locals 
informed the team that a Roman road lies under the modern road. Visibility across the 
site was extremely poor because of the fennel, but there were some small, clear areas 
where concentrated groups of pottery were found. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 30: (Sokulu Tepe) (MS 137) 
 
Site Description: The site is a partially plowed höyük with scattered scrubby trees. 
Surveyors found the highest concentrations of pottery at the top and on the northern 
slope. The trees concealed many stones, one of which appeared to be worked, as it was 
flat, large, and rectangular. Hellenistic material was found on the east slope, while Early 
Bronze material was found primarily on the summit and on the northern slope. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF incurved rim bowl 
 
Site 31: (MS 115) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a pottery scatter and is truncated to the north and 
east by modern development. A mudbrick house was south of the site and was inhabited 
by an old Turkish man with a white beard who spoke some French. The site ends 
abruptly on the eastern edge where it was destroyed by a modern village. The survey was 
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extended north towards the beach the following day. The team noticed higher pottery 
concentrations on the beach and lower densities between the field and beach. Site 
visibility was excellent owing to recent ploughing 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Roman: ESA Hayes Form 3, ESA rim, ESA body sherds 
 
Site 32: (MS 124) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of two tomb complexes excavated into a mountain 
slope. Villagers from Kurdbaği pointed out the site. The villagers said that the tombs 
were excavated by people from a museum, yet their state of preservation was poor. The 
tombs contained niches and at least one had an arch-like ceiling. Among the finds were 
lids and human bones. Small scatters of pottery were found throughout the area. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
 
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds 
 
Site 33: (Gülçihan 2) (MS 117)  
 
Site Description: The site consists of artifact scatters in and around the modern village of 
Gülçihan. Many modern structures were present in the village resulting in a significant 
amount of modern material being mixed with the soil. A small patch of ground at the 
southern edge of the area was ploughed. In the fields immediately south of the village 
pottery was overwhelmingly Achaemenid, some Attic and Greek imports. The sherd 
scatter was most dense at the eastern edge of the field and slowly tapered off to the west. 
In addition to the plowed fields the team also surveyed an orchard to the north 
(immediately behind houses) and an Alawite cemetery to the east. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic: ESA Hayes Form 1 
 
Site 34: (Paşa Tepe [Beyköyü Höyük]) (MS 133) 
 
Site Description: The site is a höyük. The south side was plowed and on the summit 
trenches were dug to install water pipes. The plowing and digging turned up a lot of 
archaeological material. The site was surveyed in two sections, the summit and the 
slopes. Artifact densities remained high throughout the site. Finds included pottery, 
grinding stones, bones, and lithics. Vitrified sherds and ceramic slag suggests ceramic 
production at site. Locals told the team of a legend that one villager saw an illuminated 
doorway on the höyük and two dogs and a woman. The villager entered the doorway and 
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the woman sent the dogs on him. In the process, he stole a silver bowl. Visibility 
remained good throughout the site, though some areas had vegetation hampering 
visibility slightly. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 35: (MS 174) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of an artifact scatter on a hill. According to a local, 
foundations of a house once stood at this site, but have been destroyed. The man said that 
he used some of the architectural remains for animal pens, but refused to show the survey 
team. Large amounts of roof tile were found on the west slope. The site was being 
destroyed by companies from İskenderun and Gaziantep who are quarrying gypsum. The 
geomorphologist identified the sedimentary rock being quarried was in fact gypsum. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic: ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 
Site 36: (MS 139) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a scatter of artifacts. A farmer who had cut a 
channel for water unearthed several pieces of pottery. Near a road in front of two houses, 
a handful of Hellenistic fine-ware sherds were found, while no roof tiles were observed. 
Artifact densities were very low, and what was found had been unearthed by digging. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman, Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds; Late Hellenistic/ Roman: ESA 
body sherds; Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2: ESA Hayes Form 54 
 
Site 37: (Virgin Mary Site) (MS 187) 
 
Site Description: The site is known as the “Virgin Mary Site,” but a formal description 
was not written. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds; Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA 
body sherds 
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Site 38: (MS 180) 
 
Site Description: The site is an aqueduct along the roadside between Arsuz and Konacık. 
It was badly damaged. Architectural remains were observed in the gardens of local 
houses (column bases), as well as olive presses next to the road. 
 
Date: Early Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Roman: ESA Hayes Form 4B 
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Alexandreia Plain 
 
Site 39: Alexandreia ad Issum (İskenderun) (MS 58), Figures AP2.30, AP2.31, AP2.32 
 
Site Description: The site is mostly covered by the modern city of İskenderun and has 
been identified as ancient Alexandria ad Issum. Survey took place throughout the modern 
city and its environs in 2006, 2007, and 2009. In 2006, a concentration of pottery, roof 
tiles and building material, embedded in dark ashy soils, was found on hills overlooking 
the city. The hills are known locally as Esentepe in general and as Çankaya in the 
particular area where the artifacts were found. The hill slope was steep on the north side 
rising to approximately 60 m height. The hill then gently slopes upward towards an 
acropolis like summit 159 m in height. Chammas’ excavations took place in this area (see 
Chapter 2). The artifacts collected by the Mopsos Survey were found over an area of 
approximately 1100 × 400 m. Pottery was collected in slope cuts and gardens and yards 
within the modern settlement on the hills. There was no standing architecture observed on 
the hills, but illicit digging had exposed what appears to be monumental stone 
architecture. Two cisterns were also exposed by illicit digging on the Cankaya summit. 
The contents of the cisterns were thrown next to the openings and contained large 
quantities of diagnostic pottery sherds. In a nearby garden column drums were found with 
large quantities of pottery and roof tiles. The landowner owners informed the team that 
the material was not in situ and came from construction pits within the modern city 
around the present courthouse in the city center. Few archaeological remains were 
observed in the lower modern city. Fortifications, known by locals as İskenderun Kalesi, 
were identified. The remains were part of a defunct restoration plan in 1998, but 
remained neglected and heavily damaged by the construction of a new road leading to 
Arsuz and a modern canal. Surveyors recorded a scatter of Late Roman, medieval, and 
Ottoman pottery in an Orthodox Christian church. Although a careful survey was carried 
out in the modern city center no further archaeological remains were discovered. Very 
few artifacts were visible in yards and gardens within the modern city center. In a pit 
excavated for construction purposes settlement debris was observed in situ to a depth of 
ca. 1.70 m. Material excavated for the construction of modern buildings was found 
dumped at an airfield west of the city. These dumps were only partly surveyed. Dussaud 
reported archaeological remains consisting of  column drums, ancient walls, and tombs 
covered with three large roof tiles 56 cm length and smaller concave roof tiles at an 
Alawite cemetery in the 1920s (1927: 446-447). The Mopsos team found the site 
destroyed and built over by a modern market area.  
 
The summit of Cankaya was resurveyed in 2007 using transects 5–10 m in width around 
the slopes of the summit. Stone walls were visible on the surface in an area graded by 
bulldozers cut and remains of a structure built with gravel and cement were also found 
here. The diagnostic sherds collected almost exclusively Hellenistic. Walls were also 
visible in a road cut west of the graded area along the modern street. Artifact and pottery 
finds were dense at the lower slopes in the first and fourth quadrants. Finds were less 
dense in the third and fourth quadrants. Remains of what appeared to be a water supply or 
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draining system were observed in the second quadrant at the lower slope in a road cut 
into the hill. The team documented the remains as follows: 
 
A series of related drainage/water features and a floor feature were observed along the 
road cut in the southwest side of the site. They consisted of four canal features, two 
drainage pipes, and a structure with an associated floor. All measurements were 
estimations.  
 
CANAL 1 
Canal 1 was the southernmost canal on the road cut and ran on a north-south axis. It was 
approximately 90 m in length. The walls of the canal were about .25–.50 m wide and 
consisted of a mortar construction on the sides, while the base was made of a small 
pebble and mortar matrix. The height of the walls averaged .50 m and the interior of the 
canal was covered with cap stones and measured .60 m wide. Plaster covered the interior 
and exterior walls of the canal. It had a smooth finish and is a light orange-red color.  
 
Feature 1 (Floor and Possible Step) 
The first feature consisted of a small area of floor and a possible step. The feature was 
included a layer of small cobbles covered with a thin plaster floor. The plaster floor was 
south and above the first canal. The team found four cobble-sized stones in a linear 
alignment. A piece of the plaster floor in front of the stones turned up as if it formed the 
exterior surface of a step. The floor surface was approximately 3–5 cm thick. Three small 
segments of floor were visible   
       
CANAL 2 
The structure is a canal profile extending north-south along the southwest road cut. The 
west and east walls had a concrete matrix with pebble-sized inclusions (the stones were 
ca.10-20 cm long and ca.5-10 cm thick). The base wall also had a concrete matrix, but the 
pebble inclusions were very small. The interior walls of the structure were lined with 
plaster and almost completely filled with dirt. The top of the canal was capped with a 
yellow-orange stone approximately 15 cm thick and 30 cm wide. The west and east walls 
were ca. 50 cm in height (exterior) and ca. 20 cm and 30 cm thick respectively. The base 
of the canal was ca. 20 cm thick and approximately 80–90 cm wide (exterior dimension). 
The interior of the drain was ca. 45 cm in height and ca. 30–40 cm wide. The elevation of 
Canal 2 was 144.5 m. 
 
CANAL 3 
The canal was divided into two parts. The southernmost section extended ca. 7 m along 
the southwest road cut, while the eastern wall was visible and preserved along a 1-m 
section at the base of the northernmost end. The eastern wall and the base were lined with 
plaster. The wall was ca. 1 m in height from the top of the canal to the interior base. The 
base was ca .40 cm thick. The uppermost .10 m had a concrete matrix, while the lower 
.30 m had a concrete matrix with large pebble inclusions. The matrix of the east wall was 
constructed of larger stones set in the same concrete matrix. No capstone over the canal 
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was visible. Approximately 5 m to the north of the section described above, the canal 
reappears and extends for 3 m. The west and east walls were visible and could be 
followed for 1 m along the cut. Part of the base of the canal reappeared ca. 2.60 m from 
the cut and extends for an additional length of .40 cm. The west wall was approximately 
.40 m thick and had the same matrix as the east wall described above. No capstone was 
visible. The elevation of canal 3 was 144 m. based on two separate measurements. Canals 
2 and 3 were not related, as Canal 2 was lower and to the east of Canal 3 and the canals 
are separated by ca. 2 m.  
                  
CANAL 4 
Canal 4 appeared to be some sort of water supply or drainage system. It measured 
approximately .50 m wide (from the inside of either wall) and .60 m tall. The side walls 
were ca. .20 m wide and a large capstone covered the entire top opening as well as 
completely covering both walls. The capstone is approximately .10 m thick (top to 
bottom) .50 m wide. The canal ran north to south. Of the visible section, the inside of the 
eastern wall protruded from the ground and the inside was covered with a light colored 
plaster. The plaster covered the inside and outside of both side walls as well as the 
bottom. The walls were filled with large gravel and cobble-sized stones. The base 
between the plaster was also filled with gravel but of a smaller size. The top of the 
capstone was just below the ground surface. Several meters south of the in situ canal and 
almost directly below dark soil there were the remains of a drain pipe, which may 
indicate another canal below the one described here. The area was also scattered with 
broken pieces of the same type of pipe. The elevation of this feature is 148 m. 
 
DISCUSSION OF THE SYSTEM 
The canal and drainage pipes were part of an integrated system. Canals 3 and 4 were 
clearly connected to form a single canal, while Canal 2 was part of a separate and distinct 
drain that appears to be earlier than Canals 3 and 4. This interpretation is based on its 
position in the exposed sidewall. Canal 1 was more problematic since it was at a 
considerable distance from Canal 3. It was not clear whether this system carried water 
into the city or was a drainage feature designed to carry water out of the site. The 
available information suggested that it was a drainage system. This interpretation was 
based on elevation points indicating that the canal slopes from 148 m (at Canal 4) to 144 
m at Canal 3. The slope suggested that the canals drained water away from the site in a 
southwesterly direction. Ceramics were collected along the entire length of the features. 
Little material was recovered, but one pottery sherd discovered from the side wall 
between Canals 2 and 3 was of Hellenistic date. 
 
The site was excavated and surveyed by Chammas (Chapter 3). 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle 
Roman 1 
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Early Hellenistic 
 160 (MS/58/122/48): BGAnt Antioch Form 10f 
 161 (MS/58/255/39): BGAnt Antioch Form 43u 
 162 (MS/58/252/21): BGAnt Antioch Form 12f 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BGAnt plate base 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 163 (MS/58/258/2): BG down-turned rim fish plate (for shape cf. Antioch Form  
12) 
 164 (MS/58/254/182): BG down-turned rim plate (for shape cf. Antioch Form  
10), diameter? 
 165 (MS/58/119/3): BG fish plate 
 166 (MS/58/122/5): BG fish plate 
 167 (MS/58/252/25): BG fish plate 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BGAnt incurved rim bowls, BGAnt body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 168 (MS/58/323/4): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 169 (MS/58/123/10): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
 170 (MS/58/255/28): NCF rounded rim with interior groove fish plate (cf. Elaigne  
2007: Fig. 13, 98-54) 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF incurved rims, NCF fish plate base 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 171 (MS/58/255/20): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. Tarsus 150, 153, 159, 176;  
Antioch Fig. 9 [nos. 5–26]; Samaria Fig. 62 [nos. 7–12]) 
 172 (MS/58/323/5): BSP TA Type 4 
 173 (MS/58/121/22): BSP TA Type 4 
 174 (MS/58/121/17): BSP TA Type 1 
 175 (MS/58/123/27): BSP TA Type 1 
 176 (MS/58/253/2): BSP TA Type 1 
 177 (MS/58/121/34): Type I-A or Type I-B rectangular stamped Rhodian  
amphora handle 
 178 (MS/58/252/27): Type I-A or Type I-B rectangular stamped Rhodian  
amphora handle 
 179 (MS/58/324/3): Type I-A or Type I-B rectangular stamped Rhodian amphora  
handle 
 180 (MS/58/122/30): BSP TA Type 4 
 181 (MS/58/122/42): BSP TA Type 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 182 (MS/58/254/17): ESA Hayes Form 2B 
 183 (MS/58/118/8): ESA TA Type 13b 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA TA Type 24, ESA Hayes Form 2A, 
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ESA Hayes Form 18 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
184 (MS/58/121/13A): ESA Hayes Form 3 
185 (MS/58/255/25): ESA TA Type 13d 
186 (MS/58/118/1): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
187 (MS/58/125/20): ESA TA Type 13c 
188 (MS/58/120/4): ESA Hayes Form 3 
189 (MS/58/121/13B): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 6, ESA Hayes Form 4A, ESA Hayes  
Form 22A, ESA Hayes Form 3, ESA TA Type 13c 
 
Early Roman  
 190 (MS/58/323/7): ESA Hayes Form 4B 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
191 (MS/58/125/10): ESA TA Type 25c 
 
Middle Roman 1 
192 (MS/58/125/24): ESA Hayes Form 37A 
193 (MS/58/323/9): ESA Hayes Form 113 
  
Unknown 
 194 (MS/58/253/1): medium coarse cup with red paint 
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Site 40: (Dağılbaz Höyük) (MS 45), Figures AP2.33, AP2.34, AP2.35 
 
Site Description: The site is a large höyük near the modern village of Kişla Köy with 
steep slopes on all sides. The site was surveyed numerous times (in 2005, 2006, 2007, 
2009). The top of the mound measures approximately 200 × 100 m and parts of the 
höyük were used as cow pasture, while some areas were covered in thick brush. Areas 
below the höyük were under cultivation. There were several looter pits located on the 
summit, as well as an irrigation channel running along the southern side. Illicit 
excavations exposed large boulders on the summit that appeared to be part of a 
monumental structure. Walls that were probably fortifications were visible in cuts and 
around the slopes. There were settlement remains around the mound to the north and to 
the east. Among the small finds were a female terracotta figurine and the foot of a 
terracotta bull figurine. In 2007 the summit was resurveyed and sampled in four 
collection units. In an attempt to further refine settlement patterns on the site based on 
sherd density and distribution, a detailed topographic map was prepared and the site was 
surveyed using randomly selected 10-meter radius collection units in 2009. The site 
appears to be the upper city of Site 41 (MS 83), which is immediately north. Visibility 
across the site ranged from good to poor. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 195 (MS/45/194/9): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 196 (MS.45/179/4): ESA Hayes Form 9 
 197 (MS/45/201/28): ESA TA Type 24 
 198 (MS/45/201/5): ESA TA Type 24 
 199 (MS/45/262/50): ESA TA Type 25a 
 200 (MS/45/307/4): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 201 (MS/45/262/65): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 202 (MS/45/262/31): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 19A, ESA Hayes Form 19B, ESA  
Hayes Form 2A, ESA TA Type 24 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman  
 203 (MS/45/664/20): ESA Hayes Form 47 
204 (MS/45/202/5): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
205 (MS/45/195/3): ESA Hayes Form 3 
206 (MS/45/205/8,11): ESA Hayes Form 104 
207 (MS/45/262/39): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
208 (MS/45/262/7): ESA Hayes Form 3 
209 (MS/45/195/1): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
210 (MS/45/207/4): ESA Hayes Form 3 
211 (MS/45/201/1): ESA Hayes Form 3 
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 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 4A, ESA TA Type 13c 
 
Early Roman 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA TA Type 19 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 212 (MS/45/201/6): ESA TA Type 25c 
213 (MS/45/194/7): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
214 (MS/45/181/2): ESA Hayes Form 47 
215 (MS/45/262/33): ESA Hayes Form 108 
216 (MS/45/183/8): ESA TA Type 25c 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 217 (MS/45/264/16): ESA Hayes Form 37 
 218 (MS/45/664/21): ESA Hayes Form 37 
 219 (MS/45/183/4): ESA Hayes Form 37 
 220 (MS/45/201/27): ESA Hayes Form 37 
 221 (MS/45/181/1): ESA Hayes Form 37 
 222 (MS/45/648/12): ESA Hayes Form 38 
 
Unknown 
 223 (MS/45/195/12): ESA base  
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Site 41: (Dutlu Tarla) (MS 83), Figure AP2.36 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a large concentration of pottery in agricultural fields 
located directly north of Site 40 (MS 45). The site slopes gently down to the north and 
extends over a 450 x 400 m area. Most of the site is under cultivation. There were plowed 
fields, fields planted with fennel, dirt roads, and a lemon grove present. Several wadis 
bordered the site. Site 41 was surveyed in 2006, 2007, and 2009. There was an 
abandoned house built 20 or 30 years ago by a family originally from Malatya (known as 
the “Malatya House”) at the site. Near this house the tops of walls were visible. At the 
southern edge there is a low rocky hill that is the highest point of the site. In 2007 12 
collection units were surveyed and in an attempt to further refine settlement patterns on 
the site based on sherd density and distribution, a detailed topographic map was prepared 
and the site was surveyed using randomly selected 10-meter radius collection units in 
2009. Large quantities of Early Bronze pottery were found throughout the survey area 
and two areas with concentrations of later pottery and roof tiles were identified. One area 
in the south had Achaemenid period pottery, while another near the Malatya House 
yielded Byzantine pottery. Significant amounts of pottery slag were collected, especially 
in the northern sector, which most likely indicates the existence of a potters’ workshop. 
Visibility ranged from good to poor. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 224 (MS/83/546/1): ESA Hayes Form 20 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds:  ESA incurved rim bowl 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 225 (MS/83/166/26): ESA Hayes Form 43 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 226 (MS/83/546/2): ESA Hayes Form 51 
 227 (MS/83/166/36): ESA Hayes Form 37A 
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Site 42: (Büyükdere, Ada Tepe) (MS 44), Figure AP2.37 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a low hill forming a cape at the coast and extends 
to the beach. It was surveyed in 2006 and 2007. A modern road cuts across the area 
exposing walls and mosaics. Road construction exposed remains and the Antakya 
museum undertook salvage excavations in spring 2006. The excavations exposed Late 
Roman domestic architecture. A dense concentration of roof tiles and pottery was found 
at the beach and on a low mound. Hellenistic and Roman finds were concentrated on the 
low mound east of the modern road and covered most of the site. In 2007 most of the site 
was covered in dense vegetation. Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: SW5). 
The name Seton Williams gave the site, Ada Tepe, is not used by the local population. 
Ada Tepe is in fact the name of a hill overlooking the region farther to the south. The 
local name of the site is Büyükdere. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Middle Roman 1 
 
Late Hellenistic 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 2A, ESA TA Type 25, ESA  
Hayes Form 19B 
 
Middle Roman 1  
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 37 
 
Middle Roman 1/Middle Roman 2 
 228 (MS/44/135/14): ESA Hayes Form 54 
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Site 43: (Sayek Çiftlik) (MS 163), Figure AP2.38 
 
Site Description: The site is a concentration of artifacts and was located with the help of 
locals. The site consisted of a large concentration of pottery and roof tiles with remains of 
brick walls and monumental stone blocks. Among these finds fragments of ceramic water 
pipes were also found. The team was informed that soil from this site was brought to a 
resort area nearby. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 229 (MS/163/299/21): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
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Site 44: (Kurtların Tepe) (MS 65), Figure AP2.39 
 
Site Description: The site consists of an extensive and dense concentration of pottery and 
roof tiles on a hill. It was surveyed in 2006 and 2007. Rock installations were visible at 
areas with flat exposed rock surfaces. Finds included pottery (many storage jars sherds) 
and a few basalt fragments scattered across the site. In 2007 a concentration of roof tiles 
and pottery was observed on a small hill top. The sherds were very weathered. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF bowl base  
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
230 (MS/65/142A/60): Type I-A or Type I-B rectangular stamped Rhodian  
amphora handle 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 3 
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Site 45: (MS 66), Figure AP2.40 
 
Site Description: The site is a concentration of pottery and roof tiles on a hill (150 × 120 
m). Among the pottery were many sherds of storage jars. A few fragments of basalt 
grinding stones were scattered over the site. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic 
 
Early Hellenistic 
 231 (MS/66/143/24): BGAnt Antioch Form 13a 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BGAnt body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 232 (MS/66/143/11): BGAnt Antioch Form 79a 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF incurved rim bowl 
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Site 46: (MS 73), Figure AP2.41 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a dense concentration of pottery and roof tiles on a 
slope with many stones (20-30 cm diameter). Orchards were planted throughout the site. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 233 (MS/73/151/42): Type I-A or Type I-B rectangular stamped Rhodian  
amphora handle 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 234 (MS/73/155/27): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
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Site 47: (Karahüseynli 3) (MS 71), Figure AP2.42 
 
Site Description: The site is a concentration of pottery and roof tiles within a plowed field 
on the slope of a hill next to a road leading into the mountains at the edge of the modern 
village. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic  
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 235 (MS/71/149/11): BG plate base 
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Site 48 (MS 109), Figure AP2.43 
 
Site Description: The site is a concentration of pottery in a field with fragments of a 
mosaic still attached to flooring concrete. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP base 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 236 (MS/109/273/9): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman 
 237 (MS/109/275/11): ESA TA Type 19 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 238 (MS/109/273/54): ESA Hayes Form 37 
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Site 49 (MS 91), Figure AP2.44 
 
Site Description: The site is a Hellenistic cemetery with cist like tombs covered with 
large roof tiles or stone slabs. All visible tombs were looted and destroyed by illicit 
diggers. Human bones and a few sherds were scattered across the site in area of 
approximately 50 m in diameter. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Middle Roman 1 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF base 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 239 (MS/91/220/1): ESA Hayes Form 113 
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Site 50 (MS 167), Figure AP2.45 
 
Site Description: The site is a concentration of pottery and roof tiles on a hill top. On the 
top of the hill there were remains of what seemed to be a buried wall visible. Among the 
finds were ceramic hypocaust disks and fragments of modern incense burners from an 
Alawite shrine or grave. These finds apparently belong to a nearby cemetery.  
 
Date: Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Early Roman 
 240 (MS/167/347/48): ESA Hayes Form 32 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 241 (MS/167/347/20): ESA Hayes Form 38 
 
 303 
 
 
 304 
 
Site 51 (MS 155), Figure AP2.46 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a concentration of roof tiles and pottery on a small 
hill top. On the east side there was a bedrock outcrop. The pottery sherds were all very 
weathered and a column was also found. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 242 (MS/155/276/9): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 243 (MS/155/276/5): ESA Hayes Form 36 
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Site 52 (MS 160), Figure AP2.47 
 
Site Description: The site consists of standing ruins with exposed mudbrick. It appeared 
that the structures were exposed by bulldozing, others may have been excavated. The 
limits of the site are unclear because the area around the site is built up. Small quantities 
of pottery were found around the site.  
 
Date: Middle Roman 1 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 244 (MS/160/325/32): ESA Hayes Form 37A 
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Site 53: (Karaağaç) (MS 41) 
 
Site Description: The site is a low höyük south of the road leading to Arsuz. The mound 
is approximately 6 m high and 130 m in diameter. The site was built over with modern 
houses and the local population informed the team that the mound was originally much 
higher, but was cut away one or two generations ago. The surveyors found a 
concentration of pottery, building stones, and roof tiles in dark, ashy soil. Preliminary 
pottery readings identified Bronze Age and Iron Age pottery as well as Hellenistic sherds. 
Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: SW6). 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 54: (Arpaderesi Mağara) (MS 63) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of several concentrations of artifacts scattered across a 
hill. Surveyors identified rock cut installations and caves with pottery, few roof tiles, and 
building stones with a diameter of 20–50. Some of the pottery appeared to date to the 
Bronze Age. There was also concentration of pottery in a flat plowed field on a terrace 
overlooking a creek.  
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 55: (MS 79) 
 
Site Description: The sits is a concentration of pottery in the lower Amanus foothills. The 
spring of Çatal Pınar is located nearby. Pottery included blacked glazed ware and basket-
handle amphora, among others. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic: BGAnt bowl base 
 
Site 56: (MS 67) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a concentration of pottery and roof tiles on the 
slopes of a hill (200 x 90 m). Among the pottery were many sherds of storage jars. 
 
Date: Early Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Roman: Hayes ESA Form 4B 
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Site 57: (Pinar Tepe) (MS 94) 
 
Site Description: This site is situated on a very steep natural hill that continues into the 
Mediterranean Sea and overlooks the Site 42 (Büyükdere). A modern cemetery sits on the 
summit and a newly constructed highway runs along the western base of the hill along 
the coast. The modern highway has destroyed the ancient harbor. A modern village sits at 
base of the northern and eastern slopes of the hill. A recently planted orchard and other 
agricultural fields were seen to the south/southeast portion of the hill with a garbage 
dump directly to the south. The site has been equated with the Phoenician port of 
Myriandros (Lehmann et al 2008) and was surveyed in 2006, 2007, and 2009. Late 
Bronze Age, Iron Age and Achaemenid period pottery was found on the summit and on 
the slopes of the hill concentrated over an area of 150 × 80 m. In an attempt to further 
refine settlement patterns on the site based on sherd density and distribution, a detailed 
topographic map was prepared and the site was surveyed using randomly selected 10-
meter radius collection units in 2009. Tall and dense grasses and brambles together with 
recent agricultural activities created especially poor visibility conditions in 2009. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic: BGAnt body sherds; Middle 
Hellenistic: NCF body sherds, NCF plate base; Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body 
sherds; Middle Roman 1: ESC Hayes Form L15 
 
Site 58: (MS 106) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a concentration of roof tiles, pottery, and grinding 
stones in a fallow field. Notable finds included two fragments of a mosaic floor and a 
fragment of a large circular limestone olive press. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman  
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 59: (MS 153) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a concentration of roof tiles and pottery in a plowed 
field. The site is situated on an alluvial fan sloping down from the foothills towards the 
sea. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds 
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Site 60: (MS 161) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a concentration of artifacts in an orchard and a 
stubble field. Finds included pottery, roof tiles, fallen ashlar blocks not in situ, columns, 
and three rock cut tombs. The tombs were arcosolia-style graves. In one of the graves 
human bones were noted. Local farmers reported mosaics, but these could not be located. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 61: (MS 113) 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on the eastern slopes of a hill and included scatters 
of roof tiles and pottery. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds; Middle Hellenistic/Late 
Hellenistic: Type I-A or Type I-B rectangular stamped Rhodian amphora handle 
 
Site 62: (MS 182) 
 
Site Description: The site is an ancient rock quarry, perhaps relating to Site 39 
(Alexandria ad Issum). The stone outcrop had horizontal and vertical cuts and the area 
had been dug into recently by looters. The surrounding area, covered in vegetation with 
poor visibility, yielded a few non-diagnostic potsherds. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman  
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
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Issus Plain 
 
Site 63: Ancient Issus (Kinet Höyük) (YS 13, MS 22) 
 
Site Description: The site is a large höyük and the location of ancient Issus. For a site 
description see Chapter 2. Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: SW9). The 
Yumurtalık Survey described the site as follows: The site is a large höyük consisting of a 
conical mound with a narrow flat top. The northern, eastern, and western sides were steep 
and the southern side sloped gradually to a broad terrace. The summit was plowed and a 
series of illicit pits were discovered. The pits appeared to be dug into burials, which were 
marked by circular stone alignments. Bedrock was visible on the eastern side. A large 
stone wall was discovered at the southeast base and a cobbled road was discovered along 
the base. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Note: At present Peter Stone is studying the excavated Hellenistic and Roman period 
ceramics.  
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Site 64: Ancient Epiphaneia (Gözeneler) (MS 1), AP2.48, AP2.49 
 
Site Description: The site is the ancient city of Epiphaneia. The archaeological site was 
heavily damaged during the last decades, especially in 1983, when large parts were 
bulldozed. An acropolis, apparently an ancient höyük; a theatre; and a colonnaded street 
were still preserved. The survey identified pottery dating to as early as the Late Bronze 
Age, as well as wares from the Iron Age, Achaemenid, Hellenistic, Roman, Late Roman, 
and medieval periods. Late Bronze Age and Iron Age pottery was found only on the 
acropolis (160 × 60 m, 0.75 ha), while pottery from the Achaemenid and Hellenistic 
periods were found scattered around the acropolis in an area of ca. 350 × 220 m. There 
were also remains of a basilica with three naves with granite columns and reused dressed 
stones originally from a Roman temple. Approximately 200 m southwest of the theatre 
were the remains of bathhouse in which a medieval pottery workshop was found. The 
early medieval city was approximately the same as the Roman city. Surveyors also found 
the remains of an aqueduct that brought water from the Amanus into the ancient city. 
Along the aqueduct were remains of residential areas and west of the ruins rock-cut 
tombs were found. Seton-Williams also visited the site (Appendix 1: SW7). 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle Roman 1 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG fish plate 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 245 (MS/1/8/15): NCF down-turned rim fish plate 
 246 (MS/1/2/53): NCF bowl base 
 247 (MS/1/9/44): NCF bowl base 
 248 (MS/1/2/35): NCF bowl base 
 249 (MS/1/3/25): NCF bowl base 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF plate base, NCF bowl base, NCF body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 250 (MS/1/3/71): BSP TA Type 4 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP body sherds 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 251 (MS/1/3/19): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 23, ESA Hayes Form 1 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 252 (MS/1/3/89): ESA TA Type 15 
 253 (MS/1/3/55): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 254 (MS/1/3/52): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 255 (MS/1/3/74): ESA TA Type 13c 
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 Additional Diagnostic Forms: ESA Hayes Form 24 
 
Early Roman  
 256 (MS/1/3/20): ESA TA Type 19 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 28, ESA Hayes Form 13A 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA TA Type 25c 
 
Middle Roman 1 
257 (MS/1/3/126): ESA Hayes Form 35 
 258 (MS/1/4/9): ESA Hayes Form 37B 
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Site 65: (Mezbahane) (MS 27), AP2.50 
 
Site Description: The site is located on the lower slopes of the Amanus range with a rock 
outcrop at its peak and consists of settlement remains with a concentration of roof tiles 
and pottery. The lower part of the site below the rock measured ca. 100 m x 200 m. Rock 
cut tombs carved in the rock outcrop overlook the site, but all were heavily damaged. 
There were remains of intensive robbing and digging recorded during the survey and one 
of the looter’s trenches exposed a mosaic floor. The roof tiles and pottery was less 
densely concentrated when compared with other sites in the survey area. The oldest finds, 
Early Hellenistic sherds, were found on the rock outcrop and on its slopes. Pottery of 
later periods, Hellenistic through Late Roman, were concentrated on a much larger area 
around the rock. On the rock outcrop at least seven vertical shaft openings were found 
and in one case an underground chamber with a bell shaped ceiling was exposed. There 
were no traces of plaster inside the chamber and it seems unlikely that these structures 
were cisterns. They seemed to be robbed tombs. All other rock cut tombs were 
rectangular tombs with three benches around an inner chamber with a ramp entrance. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic, Middle Roman 1 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG body sherds, BG bowl base, Hellenistic mold- 
made bowl (cf. No. 92 above) 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 259 (MS/27/112/5): ESA Hayes Form 36 
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Site 66: (Muttalıp Höyük) (YS 1, MS 15), AP2.51 
 
Site Description: The site is large höyük located inside a fertilizer factory and measures 
approximately 2.5 ha. The edges of the site were cut by roads, but most of the area was 
protected by a fence. Surveyors recorded displaced basalt blocks with remains of cement 
on the slopes. Wall foundations of cobble-sized basalt stones with cement were visible on 
the hill. Deep cuts were dug into the hill at the bottom of the northwest slope. According 
to the director of the fertilizer factory, a Roman marble sarcophagus was found and 
transported to the nearby village of Sarimazi, where it is placed in the courtyard of the 
main mosque.  
 
Date: Late Hellenistic 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 260 (YS/1/4): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 261 (YS/1/2): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
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Site 67: (MS 54) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of at least five vertical shaft openings that are 
approximately 1.30 m wide. In some cases an underground chamber under the shafts 
collapsed and exposed a bell shaped ceiling. The shafts are situated on the lower slope of 
a hill. There are no traces of plaster inside the chambers and it seems unlikely that these 
structures were cisterns. They seem to be robbed tombs. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman, Middle Roman 1 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds; Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA 
body sherds; Middle Roman 1: ESA Hayes Form 53 
 
Site 68: (Kara Höyük) (YS 12, MS 2) 
 
Site Description: The site is a höyük approximately 15 m high with the remains of basalt 
buildings, columns, a threshold, and dressed stones. These stones appeared to be the 
remains of a monumental building at the site. There were modern buildings on the 
summit, some of them built on the foundations of ancient walls. A number of cuts and 
pits were dug into the slopes exposing earlier levels. Artifacts were concentrated in an 
area of 500 × 350 m. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman  
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 69: (Küçük Burnaz) (YS 11, MS 3)  
 
Site Description: The site is an unknown ancient city situated on the coast. It consists of 
standing ruins embedded in a series of sand dunes and exposed areas were protected by a 
fence. The extensive ruins in the coastal dunes were constructed using basalt stones and 
bricks. The site was surveyed by Tobin (see Chapter 2). 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds, NCF plate base; Late 
Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds, ESA bowl base 
 
Site 70: (MS 7) 
 
Site Description: The site is situated on a hillock and a modern water pump indicates the 
location of a water source. Surveyors documented a scatter of pottery, roof tiles, and 
small building stones. There are terrace walls present in the south section of a deep wadi. 
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A notable number of rectangular stones were scattered across the surface. The northern 
edge of the site is defined by a road. 
 
Date: Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA body sherds 
 
Site 71: (MS 25) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a recently bulldozed area with a dense concentration 
of roof tiles and pottery. Among the pottery was a black glazed cup sherd (I could not 
locate this piece when analyzing the material in 2013). 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic: BG cup base; Middle Hellenistic: 
NCF body sherds, NCF plate base 
 
Site 72: (MS 52) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a series of robbed rock-cut tombs of the same type 
discovered at Site 78. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF base 
 
Site 73: (YS 19, MS 19) 
 
Site Description: The site is located on a small hill with basalt stones found throughout 
the slopes, which were likely the remains of former fortifications. There were no modern 
buildings or remains of ancient buildings visible. Visibility was good after a short rain. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF incurved rim bowl 
 
Site 74: (MS 35) 
 
Site Description: The site is divided into two sections by a modern road and covered with 
a dense concentration of roof tiles and pottery. The fields northeast of the road were 
plowed, some recently planted with orange groves, other parts of the site were covered by 
mature orange groves. Numerous bulldozed heaps of stones were visible and probably 
represent remains of an ancient settlement. Southwest of the road, the site was covered 
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with a mature orange grove. Column drums were visible at the edge of the orange grove 
next to the road.  
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Early Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds; Early Roman: ESA Hayes Form 
46 
 
Site 75: (MS 53) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a dense concentration of roof tiles and pottery in a 
citrus grove located on the lower part of a slope above a stream. Visibility was good in 
freshly dug soil. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherd; Late Hellenistic/Early Roman: 
ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Site 76: (MS 28) 
 
Site Description: The site is located in a flat plowed field and in a citrus grove. It consists 
of a concentration of field stones, ash, and pottery. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic: BG incurved rim bowls; Middle 
Hellenistic: NCF body sherds, NCF incurved rim bowl; Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA 
body sherds 
 
Site 77: (YS 18, MS 18) 
 
Site Description: The site is located in a plowed field. The documented sherds may have 
washed down a site to the south.  
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF plate base 
 
Site 78: (MS 50) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of a rock cut tomb that was exposed by a bulldozer. 
The tomb was still closed with a large stone when opened. A ramp and an entrance shaft 
(ca. 1.5 m × 1.2 m) led to an inner chamber (ca. 3 m × 3m) with three benches (ca. 60 cm 
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wide) around the three sides of the chamber, the fourth side being the entrance. There 
were some animal bones and likely human bones scattered in the tomb. Hellenistic 
pottery was found nearby. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF plate bases, NCF body sherds, Middle 
Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic: BSP base, BSP body sherds 
 
Site 79: (YS 10) 
 
Site Description: The site consists of exposed architecture and features. The team 
documented building remains and a cobbled road running east/west, all aligned on an 
orthogonal grid. Large basalt foundations of an apsidal structure with two rooms 
containing millstones were found approximately 20 m northeast of the previously noted 
remains. Three looted tombs were also found northwest of the apsidal structure. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds 
 
Site 80: (YS 8) 
 
Site Description: The site is located on a natural hill and consists of a sherd scatter in a 
plowed field. The surveyors noted the possibility that the material washed down from an 
overhanging ridge to the northwest. 
 
Date: Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic/Roman 
  
Diagnostic Finds: Middle Hellenistic: NCF body sherds; Late Hellenistic/Roman: ESA 
body sherds 
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Anazarbus Plain 
 
Site 81: (Boyalı Höyük) (YS 15), AP2.52, AP2.53, AP2.54 
 
Site Description: The site is a large höyük measuring 200 × 300 m and 33 masl at the 
highest point. The mound was conical in shape and had a flat top with steep slopes in the 
northern, eastern, and western sides. The southern side gradually sloped to a broad 
terrace.  
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman 
 
Early Hellenistic 
 262 (YS/15/40): BGAnt Antioch Form 41k 
 263 (YS/15/15): BGAnt Antioch Form 45  
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 264 (YS/15/49): BG incurved rim 
 265 (YS/15/48): BG incurved rim 
 266 (YS/15/151): BG base 
 267 (YS/15/39): BG base 
 268 (YS/15/156): BG base 
 269 (YS/15/13): BG base 
 270 (YS/15/23): BG plate base 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG body sherds, BG incurved rim, BGAnt body  
sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 271 (YS/15/20): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 272 (Y81S/15/147): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 273 (YS/15/19): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds, NCF bowl base, NCF everted rim  
fish plate 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 274 (YS/15/67,68): BSP TA Type 4 
 275 (YS/15/153): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. Tarsus Fig. 130 [no. J], 178;  
Samaria Fig. 63 [no. 22]) 
 276 (YS/15/33): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cg. Samaria Fig. 62 [no. 9],  
Athenian Agora 20, 117) 
 277 (YS/15/34): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. Antioch Fig. 9 [nos. 4–25], Fig.  
10 [nos. 10, 14, 15, 34, 41, 42], Fig. 11 [nos. 11, 12]; Tarsus 149, 150, 
153, 159, 174, 176; Samaria Fig. 62 [nos. 6–12, 14).  
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP body sherds, BSP incurved rims 
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Late Hellenistic 
278 (YS/15/22): ESA Hayes Form 1 
 279 (YS/15/154): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 280 (YS/15/38): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 281 (YS/15/155): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
282 (YS/15/18): ESA Hayes Form 20 
 283 (YS/15/50): ESA Hayes Form 2A  
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 284 (YS/15/14): ESA Hayes Form 5B 
 285 (YS/15/21): ESA TA Type 36a 
286 (YS/15/150): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
 287 (YS/15/58): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
288 (YS/15/17): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 
Early Roman 
 289 (YS/15/32): ESA TA Type 19 
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Site 82: (Tülek Höyük) (YS 16), Figure AP2.55 
 
Site Description: The site is a narrow conical-shaped höyük measuring 75 × 150 m and 9 
masl in height. The northern and western slopes were steep, while the eastern and 
southern sides were more gradual. The site was surrounded by irrigation channels. Dense 
sherd concentrations were found in fields west and south of the mound. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic 
 
Early Hellenistic 
 
Early Hellenistic/Middle Hellenistic 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BG rim, BG down-turned rim, BG body sherds 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 290 (YS/16/6): NCF incurved rim bowl 
 291 (YS/16/32): NCF bowl base 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds, NCF base 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 292 (YS/16/35): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (cf. no. 136 above; Antioch Fig. 11  
[nos. 19, 20]; Samaria Fig. 63 [no. 18]) 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 293 (YS/16/5): ESA Form 20 
 294 (YS/16/37): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 1; ESA Hayes Form 18 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 295 (YS/16/36): ESA plate floor (for palmette cf. Samaria Fig. 74 [no. 26])  
 296 (YS/16/25): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
297 (YS/16/14): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 298 (YS/16/26): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 299 (YS/16/12): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 300 (YS/16/13): ESA Hayes Form 3 
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Site 83: (Yenikoy) (YS 21), Figures AP2.56, AP2.57, AP2.58 
 
Site Description: The site is 13-masl tall höyük with steep slopes and broad terraces. The 
team recorded a dense tile scatter that continued south for 300 m and sherds across the 
road to the north. The remains of a small building were discovered on the far end of the 
southwest terrace. 
 
Date: Early Hellenistic, Middle Hellenistic, Late Hellenistic, Early Roman, Middle 
Roman 1 
  
Early Hellenistic 
 301 (YS/21/100): BGAnt Antioch Form 10k 
 
Middle Hellenistic 
 302 (YS/21/101): BGAnt Antioch Form 75p 
 303 (YS/21/103): NCF everted rim fish plate 
 304 (YS/21/13): NCF bowl base 
305 (YS/21/39): red-slipped carinated bowl (cf. Elaigne 2007: Fig. 13, No.  
884-9)   
 306 (YS/21/116): NCF fish plate base 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: NCF body sherds, NCF base, NCF plate base, NCF  
incurved rim bowl 
 
Middle Hellenistic/Late Hellenistic 
 307 (YS/21/105): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (no exact comparanda, but cf.  
Tarsus 161, Fig. 131 [no. J]; Samaria Fig. 63 [no. 14], Antioch Fig. 10 
[nos. 40, 41], Fig. 22 [no. 5]) 
 308 (YS/21/106): Hellenistic mold-made bowl (no exact comparanda, but cf.  
Samaria Fig. 64) 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: BSP incurved rim 
 
Late Hellenistic 
 309 (YS/21/26): ESA Hayes Form 2A 
 310 (YS/21/28): ESA Hayes Form 19B 
 311 (YS/21/93): ESA TA Type 25a 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 1 
 
Late Hellenistic/Early Roman 
 312 (YS/21/50): ESA Form 5B 
 313 (YS/21/24): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 314 (YS/21/25): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 315 (YS/21/17): ESA plate floor with incised lines 
 316 (YS/21/104): ESA Hayes Form 22A 
317 (YS/21/102): ESA Hayes Form 22B 
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 318 (YS/21/111): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 319 (YS/21/110): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 320 (YS/21/112): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 321 (YS/21/107): ESA Hayes Form 4A 
 322 (YS/21/108): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 323 (YS/21/109): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 324 (YS/21/10): ESA Hayes Form 3 
325 (YS/21/9): ESA TA Type 19 
 326 (YS/21/91): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 327 (YS/21/15): ESA TA Type 13c 
 328 (YS/21/117): ESA Hayes Form 3 
 Additional Diagnostic Finds: ESA Hayes Form 4A, ESA Hayes Form 3 
 
Early Roman 
 329 (YS/21/90): ESA Hayes Form 4B 
 
Early Roman/Middle Roman 1 
 330 (YS/21/48): ESA Hayes Form 33 
 
Middle Roman 1 
 331 (YS/21/47): ESA Hayes Form 51 
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Appendix 3 
Geomorphological Maps 
 
AP3.1: Geomorphological map of the Rhosus Plain. Prepared by Dr. F. Sancar Ozaner 
and slightly edited by the current author, © Mopsos Survey. 
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AP3.2: Geomorphological map of the Alexandreia Plain. Prepared by Dr. F. Sancar 
Ozaner and slightly edited by the current author, © Mopsos Survey. 
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AP3.3: Geomorphological map of the Issus Plain near Kinet Höyük. Prepared by Dr. F. 
Sancar Ozaner and slightly edited by the current author, © Mopsos Survey. 
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